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PREFACE. 


In  the  preparation  of  this  work,  the  aim  has  been  to  give  a 
logical  and  complete  exposition  of  the  general  principles  of  the 
constitutional  law  of  the  United  States.  The  effort  has  been  to 
ascertain  and  to  discuss  critically  the  broad  principles  upon  which 
have  been  founded  the  decisions  rendered  bv  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  leading  cases,  and  thus  to  present,  as  a 
systematic  whole,  a  statement  of  the  underlying  doctrines  by 
which  our  complex  system  of  constitutional  jurisprudence  is 
governed.  The  performance  of  this  purpose  has  required  that 
attention  should  be  devoted  rather  to  a  consideration  of  those 
principles  of  our  public  law  which  are  fundamental,  and  especially 
of  those  the  possible  implications  of  which  are  not  yet  certainly 
determined,  than  to  a  statement  in  minute  detail  of  those  adjudi- 
cations which,  in  themselves,  establish  no  general  rule  of  law,  or 
illustrate  no  novel  application  of  one.  This  latter  task  is  one 
which  naore  properly  belongs  to  compilers  of  digests  or  to  the 
authors  of  more  special  text-books.  It  is  confidently  believed, 
however,  that  in  the  present  work  no  really  important  case  has 
been  left  unnoticed. 

Such  merit  as  the  present  work  may  possess  must,  then,  con- 
sist in  its  systematic  arrangement,  and  in  the  fact  that,  with 
reference  to  the  constitutional  principles  which  ar3  discussed, 
it  fully  sets  forth  the  processes  of  judicial  reasoning  by  which 
they  have  been  established,  it  suggests  the  corollaries  which  may 
be  drawn  from  them,  and  it  indicates  the  relations  which  they 
bear  to  one  another  and  to  the  more  general  doctrines  of  Ameri- 
can public  law. 

Whenever  space  hag  seemed  to  permit,  the  author  has  repro- 
duced the  language  of  the  Federal  Supreme  Court.  This  has 
necessitated  many  and,  at  times,  extended  quotations.  It  is  be- 
lieved, however,  that  this  practice  will  commend  itself  to  the 
reader.    Since  the  character  of  this  work  requires  in  any  case  that 
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the  arguments  should  be  given,  the  authoritative  language  of  the 
nation's  highest  tribunal  is  certainly  preferable  to  a  statement 
by  a  commentator  of  his  understanding  of  the  court's  ruling  or 
reasoning. 

The  author  desires  to  make  especial  acknowledgment  of  the 
very  great  assistance  which  he  has  received  from  Hon.  John  C. 
Rose,  United  States  District  Judge,  and  Dr.  Frank  J.  Goodnow, 
Professor  of  Constitutional  and  Administrative  Law  at  Columbia 
University.  Both  of  these  friends  have  generously  spared  the 
time  to  read  this  treatise  in  the  proof.  That  they  have  not,  how- 
ever, committed  themselves  to  all  of  the  positions  assumed  herein, 
hardly  needs  to  be  said. 

The  author  wishes  also  to  express  generally  his  debt  to  the 
various  law  magazines  published  in  this  country.  These  journals 
are  an  honor  to  American  legal  scholarship,  and  to  the  articles 
contained  in  them  the  author  owes  more  than  he  has  been  able 
specifically  to  acknowledge. 

In  conclusion,  it  may  be  added  that,  where  appropriate,  the 
author  has  repeated  language  used  by  him  in  an  earlier  and 
briefer  work  entitled  The  American  Constitutional  System. 

The  work  as  a  whole  is  based  upon  lectures  delivered  during 
recent  years  to  the  graduate  students  in  Political  Science  at  the 
Johns  Hopkins  University, 

June,  1910.  iW.  W.  W. 
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We  the  people  of  the  United  States,  in  order  to  form  a  more 
perfect  union,  establish  justice,  insure  domestic  tranquillity,  pro- 
vide for  the  common  defense,  promote  the  general  welfare,  and 
secure  the  blessings  of  liberty  to  ourselves  and  our  posterity,  do 
ordain  and  establish  this  Constitution  for  the  United  States  of 
America. 

AETICLE  I 

Section  1.  All  legislative  powers  herein  granted  shall  be  vested 
in  a  Congress  of  the  United  States,  which  shall  consist  of  a  Senate 
and  House  of  Eepresentatives. 

Section  2.  1  The  House  of  Representatives  shall  be  composed 
of  members  chosen  every  second  year  by  the  people  of  the  several 
States,  and  the  electors  in  each  State  shall  have  the  qualifications 
requisite  for  electors  of  the  most  numerous  branch  of  the  State 
legislature. 

2  No  person  shall  be  a  representative  who  shall  not  have 
attained  to  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  and  been  seven  years  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  who  shall  not,  when  elected, 
be  an  inhabitant  of  that  State  in  which  he  shall  be  chosen. 

3.  Representatives  and  direct  taxes  shall  be  apportioned  among 
the  several  States  which  mav  be  included  within  this  Union. 
according  to  their  respective  numbers,  which  shall  be  determined 
by  adding  to  the  whole  number  of  free  persons,  including  those 
bound  to  service  for  a  term  of  years,  and  excluding  Indians  not 
taxed,  three  fifths  of  all  other  persons.^  The  actual  enumeration 
shall  be  made  within  three  years  after  the  first  meeting  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  within  every  subsequent  term 
of  ten  years,  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  by  law  direct.  Tlie 
number  of  representatives  shall  not  exceed  one  for  every  thirty 
thousand,  but  each  State  shall  have  at  least  one  representative; 

iTliis  reprint  of  the  Constitution  exactly  follows  the  text  of  that  in  the 
Department  of  State  at  Washington,  save  in  the  spelling  of  a  few  words. 
» Superseded  by  the  14th  Amendment. 

rixixl 
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and  until  such  enumeration  shall  be  made,  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire  shall  be  entitled  to  choose  three,  Massachusetts  eight, 
Rhode  Island  and  Providence  Plantations  one,  Connecticut  five, 
New  York  six,  New  Jersey  four,  Pennsylvania  eight,  Delaware 
one,  Maryland  six,  Virginia  ten,  North  Carolina  five,  South 
Carolina  five,  and  Georgia  three. 

4r  When  vacancies  happen  in  the  representation  from  any  State, 
the  executive  authority  thereof  shall  issue  writs  of  election  to 
fill  such  vacancies. 

5  The  House  of  Representatives  shall  choose  their  speaker  and 
other  officers,  and  shall  have  the  sole  power  of  impeachment. 

Section  3.  1  The  Senate  of  the  United  States  shall  be  com- 
posed of  two  senators  from  each  State,  chosen  by  the  legislature 
thereof  for  six  years ;  and  each  senator  shall,  have  one  vote. 

2  Immediately  after  they  shall  be  assembled  in  consequence  of 
the  first  election,  they  shall  be  divided  as  equally  as  may  be  into 
three  classes.  The  seats  of  the  senators  of  the  first  class  shal! 
be  vacated  at  the  expiration  of  the  second  year,  of  the  second 
class  at  the  expiration  of  the  fourth  year,  and  of  the  third  class  at 
the  expiration  of  the  sixth  year,  so  that  one  third  may  be  chosen 
every  second  year;  and  if  vacancies  happen  by  resignation,  oT 
otherwise,  during  the  recess  of  the  legislature  of  any  State,  the 
executive  thereof  may  make  temporary  appointments  until  the 
next  meeting  of  the  legislature,  which  shall  then  fill  such 
vacancies. 

3  No  person  shall  be  a  senator  who  shall  not  have  attained 
to  the  age  of  thirty  years,  and  been  nine  years  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  who  shall  not,  when  elected,  be  an  inhabitant 
of  that  State  for  which  he  shall  be  chosen. 

4  The  Vice  President  of  the  United  States  shall  be  President 
of  the  Senate,  but  shall  have  no  vote,  unless  they  be  equally 
divided. 

5  The  Senate  shall  choose  their  other  officers,  and  also  a  presi- 
dent pro  tempore,  in  the  absence  of  the  Vice  President,  or  when 
he  shall  exercise  the  office  of  President  of  the  United  States. 

6  The  Senate  shall  have  the  sole  power  to  try  all  impeach- 
ments. When  sitting  for  that  purpose,  they  shall  be  on  oath  or 
affirmation.     When  the  President  of  the  United  States  is  tried, 
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the  chief  justice  shall  preside:  and  no  person  shall  be  convicted 
\rithout  the  concurrence  of  two  thirds  of  the  members  present 

7  Judgment  in  cases  of  impeachment  shall  not  extend  further 
than  to  removal  from  office,  and  disqualification  to  hold  and 
enjoy  any  office  of  honor,  trust  or  profit  under  the  United  States : 
but  the  party  convicted  shall  nevertheless  be  liable  and  subject 
to  indictment,  trial,  judgment  and  punishment,  according  to 
law. 

Section  4.  1  The  times,  places,  and  manner  of  holding  elec- 
tions for  senators  and  representatives,  shall  be  prescribed  in  each 
State  by  the  legislature  thereof;  but  the  Congress  may  at  any 
time  by  law  make  or  alter  such  regulations,  except  as  to  the 
places  of  choosing  senators. 

2  The  Congress  shall  assemble  at  least  once  in  every  year,  and 
such  meeting  shall  be  on  the  first  Monday  in  Desember,  unless 
they  shall  by  law  appoint  a  different  day. 

Section  5.  1  Each  Jlouse  shall  be  the  judge  of  the  elections, 
returns  and  qualifications  of  its  own  members,  and  a  majority 
of  each  shall  constitute  a  quorum  to  do  business;  bit  a  smaller 
number  may  adjourn  from  day  to  day,  and  may  be  authorized 
to  compel  the  attendance  of  absent  members,  in  such  manner,  and 
under  such  penalties  as  each  House  may  provide. 

2  Each  House  may  determine  the  rules  of  its  proceedings, 
punish  its  members  for  disorderly  behavior,  and,  with  the  con- 
currence of  two  thirds,  expel  a  member. 

3  Each  House  shall  keep  a  journal  of  its  proceedings,  and  from 
time  to  time  publish  the  same,  excepting  such  parts  as  may  in 
their  judgment  require  secrecy;  and  the  yeas  and  nays  of  the 
members  of  either  House  on  any  question  shall,  at  the  desire  of 
one  fifth  of  those  present,  be  entered  on  the  journal. 

4  Xeither  House,  during  the  session  of  Congress,  shall,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  other,  adjourn  for  more  than  three  days, 
nor  to  any  other  place  than  that  in  which  the  two  Houses  shall 
be  sitting. 

SECTioiq'  6.  1  The  senators  and  representatives  shall  receive  a 
compensation  for  their  services,  to  be  ascertained  by  law,  and  paid 
out  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States.  Thev  shall  in  all 
cases,  except  treason,  felony  and  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privi- 
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leged  from  arrest  during  their  attendance  at  the  session  of  their 
respective  Houses,  and  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the  same; 
and  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  House,  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  in  any  other  place. 

2  No  senator  or  representative  shall,  during  the  time  for  which 
he  was  elected,  be  appointed  to  any  civil  oflSce  under  the  authority 
of  the  United  States,  which  shall  have  been  created,  or  the  emolu- 
ments whereof  shall  have  been  increased  during  such  time;  and 
no  person  holding  any  office  under  the  United  States  shall  be  a 
member  of  either  House  during  his  continuance  in  office. 

Section  7.  1  All  bills  for  raising  revenue  shall  originate  in 
the  House  of  Representatives;  but  the  Senate  may  propose  or 
concur  with  amendments  as  on  other  bills. 

2  Every  bill  which  shall  have  passed  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives and  the  Senate,  shall,  before  it  becomes  a  law,  be  presented 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States ;  if  he  approve  he  shall  sign 
it,  but  if  not  he  shall  return  it,  with  his  objections,  to  that  House 
in  which  it  shall  have  originated,  who  shall  enter  the  objections 
at  large  on  their  journal,  and  proceed  to  reconsider  it.  If  after 
such  reconsideration  two  thirds  of  that  House  shall  agree  to  pass 
the  bill,  it  shell  be  sent,  together  with  the  objections,  to  the  other 
House,  by  which  it  shall  likewise  be  reconsidered,  and  if  approved 
by  two  thirds  of  that  House,  it  shall  become  a  law.  But  in  all 
such  cases  the  votes  of  both  Houses  shall  be  determined  by  yeas 
and  nays,  and  the  names  of  the  persons  voting  for  and  against  the 
bill  shall  be  entered  on  the  journal  of  each  House  respectively.  If 
any  bill  shall  not  be  returned  by  the  President  within  ten  days 
(Sundays  excepted)  after  it  shall  have  been  presented  to  him,  the 
same  shall  be  a  law,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  signed  it,  unless 
the  Congress  by  their  adjournment  prevent  its  return,  in  which 
case  it  shall  not  be  a  law. 

3  Every  order,  resolution,  or  vote  to  which  the  concurrence  of^ 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  may  be  necessary  (ex- 
cept on  a  question  of  adjournment)  shall  be  presented  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States;  and  before  the  same  shall  take 
effect,  shall  be  approved  by  him,  or  being  disapproved  by  him, 
fhall   be  repassed   by  two  thirds  of  the   Senate  and  House  of 
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Representatives,  according  to  the  rules  and  limitations  prescribed 
in  the  case  of  a  bill. 

Section  8.  1  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  lay  and  collect 
taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide 
for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare  of  the  Unite<l  States; 
but  all  duties,  imposts  and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout 
the  United  States; 

2  To  borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  United  States; 

3  To  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  and  among  the 
several  States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes; 

4  To  establish  an  uniform  rule  of  naturalization,  and  uniform 
laws  on  the  subject  of  bankruptcies  throughout  the  United  States; 

5  To  coin  money,  regulate  the  value  thereof,  and  of  foreign 
coin,  and  fix  the  st^dard  of  weights  and  measures ; 

6  To  provide  for  the  punishment  of  counterfeiting  the  securi- 
ties and  current  coin  of  the  United  States ; 

7  To  establish  post  offices  and  post  roads; 

8  To  promote  the  progress  of  science  and  useful  arts  by  secur- 
ing for  limited  times  to  authors  and  inventors  the  exclusive  right 
to  their  respective  writings  and  discoveries; 

9  To  constitute  tribunals  inferior  to  the  Supreme  Court ; 

10  Define  and  pimish  piracies  and  felonies  committed  on 
the  high  seas,  and  offenses  against  the  law  of  nations ; 

11  To  declare  war,  grant  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  and 
make  rules  concerning  captures  on  land  and  water; 

12  To  raise  and  support  armies,  but  no  appropriation  of  money 
to  that  use  shall  be  for  a  longer  term  than  two  years ; 

13  To  provide  and  maintain  a  navy; 

14  To  make  rules  for  the  government  and  regulation  of  the 
land  and  naval  forces; 

15  To  provide  for  calling  forth  the  militia  to  execute  the  laws 
of  the  Union,  suppress  insurrections  and  repel  invasions ; 

16  To  provide  for  organizing,  arming,  and  disciplining  the 
militia,  and  for  governing  such  part  of  them  as  may  be  employed 
in  the  service  of  the  United  States,  reserving  to  the  States  re- 
spectively the  appointment  of  the  officers,  and  the  authority  of 
training  the  militia  according  to  the  discipline  prescribed  by 
Congress ; 
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17  To  exercise  exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases  whatsoever, 
over  such  district  (not  exceeding  ten  miles  square)  as  may,  hy 
cession  of  particular  States  and  the  acceptance  of  Congr^s,  be- 
oome  the  seat  of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  and  to 
exercise  like  authority  over  all  places  purchased  by  the  consent  of 
the  legislature  of  the  State  in  which  the  same  shall  be,  for  the 
erection  of  forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dockyards,  and  other  need- 
ful buildings;  and 

18  To  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for 
carrying  into  execution  the  foregoing  powers,  and  all  other 
|>owers  vested  by  this  Constitution  in  the  government  of  tins 
United  States,  or  in  any  department  or  officer  thereof. 

Section  9.  1  The  migration  or  importation  of  such  persons  as 
any  of  the  States  now  existing  shall  think  proper  to  admit,  shall 
not  be  prohibited  by  the  Congress  prior  to  the  year  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  eight,  but  a  tax  or  duty  may  be  imposed  on 
such  importation,  not  exceeding  ten  dollars  for  each  person. 

2  The  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  not  be  sus- 
pended, unless  when  in  cases  of  rebellion  or  invasion  the  public 
safety  may  require  it. 

3  No  bill  of  attainder  or  ex  post  facto  law  shall  be  passed, 

4-  Ko  capitation,  or  other  direct,  tax  shall  be  laid,  unless  in 
proportion  to  the  census  or  enumeration  hereinbefore  directed  to 
be  taken. 

5  No  tax  or  duty  shall  be  laid  .on  articles  exported  from  any 
State. 

6  No  preference  shall  be  given  by  any  regulation  of  commerce 
or  revenue  to  the  ports  of  one  State  over  those  of  another:  nor 
shall  vessels  bound  to,  or  from,  one  State  be  obliged  to  enter, 
clear,  or  pay  duties  in  another. 

7  No  money  shall  be  drawn  from  the  treasury,  but  in  conse- 
quence of  appropriations  made  by  law;  and  a  regular  statement 
and  account  of  the  receipts  and  expenditures  of  all  public  money 
shall  be  published  from  time  to  time. 

8  No  title  of  nobility  shall  be  granted  by  the  United  States: 
and  no  person  holding  any  office  of  profit  or  trust  under  them, 
shall,  without  the  consent  of  the  Congress,  accept  of  any  present, 
emolument,  office,  or  title,  of  any  kind  whatever,  from  any  king, 
prince  or  foreign  State. 
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Section  10.  1  No  State  shall  enter  into  any  treaty,  alliance, 
or  confederation ;  grant  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal ;  coin 
money;  emit  bills  of  credit;  make  anything  but  gold  and  silver 
coin  a  tender  in  payment  of  debts;  pass  any  bill  of  attainder, 
ex  pod  facto  law,  or  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracti 
or  grant  any  title  of  nobility. 

2  No  State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  the  Congress,  lay  any 
imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or  exports,  except  what  may  be  abso- 
lutely necessary  for  executing  its  inspection  laws:  and  the  net 
produce  of  all  duties  and  imposts  laid  by  any  State  on  imports 
or  exports,  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  treasury  of  the  United 
States;  and  all  such  laws  shall  be  subject  to  the  revision  and 
control  of  the  Congress. 

3.  No  State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any 
duty  of  tonnage,  keep  troops,  or  ships  of  war  in  time  of  peace, 
enter  into  any  agreement  or  compact  with  another  State,  or  with 
a  foreign  power,  or  engage  in  war,  unless  actually  invaded,  or 
in  such  imminent  danger  as  will  not  admit  of  delay. 

ARTICLE  II 

Section"  1.  1  The  executive  power  shall  be  vested  in  a  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  of  America.  lie  shall  hold  his  office 
during  the  term  of  four  years,  and,  toc^ether  with  tlie  Vice  Presi- 
dent, chosen  for  the  same  term,  be  elected,  as  follows 

2  Each  State  shall  appoint,  in  such  manner  as  the  legislature 
thereof  may  direct,  a  number  of  electors,  ecjiial  to  the  whole  num- 
ber of  senators  and  representatives  to  which  the  State  may  be 
entitled  in  the  Congress;  but  no  senator  or  representative,  or 
person  holding  an  office  of  trust  or  profit  under  the  United  States, 
shall  be  appointed  an  elector. 

The  electors  shall  meet  in  their  respective  States,  and  vote  by 
ballot  for  tvvo  persons,  of  whom  one  at  least  shall  not  be  an  in- 
habitant of  the  same  State  with  themselves.  And  thev  shall  make 
a  list  of  all  the  persons  voted  for,  and  of  the  number  of  votes 
for  each;  which  list  they  shall  sign  and  certify,  and  transmit 
sealed  to  the  seat  of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  directed 
to  the  president  of  the  Senate.  The  president  of  the  Senate  shall, 
in  the  presence  of  the  Senate  and  Hou-^e  of  Representatives,  open 
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all  the  certificates,  and  the  votes  shall  then  be  counted.  The 
person  having  the  greatest  number  of  votes  shall  be  the  President, 
if  such  number  be  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  electors 
appointed ;  and  if  there  be  more  than  one  who  have  such  majority, 
and  have  an  equal  number  of  votes,  then  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives shall  immediately  choose  by  ballot  one  of  them  for  Presi- 
dent; and  if  no  person  have  a  majority,  then  from  the  five  highest 
on  the  list  the  said  house  shall  in  like  manner  choose  the  President 
But  in  choosing  the  President,  the  votes  shall  be  taken  by 
States,  the  representation  from  each  State  having  one  vote;  a 
quorum  for  this  purpose  shall  consist  of  a  member  or  members 
from  two-thirds  of  the  States,  and  a  majority  of  all  the  States 
shall  be  necessary  to  a  choice.  In  every  case,  after  the  choice 
of  the  President,  the  person  having  the  greatest  number  of  votes 
of  the  electors  shall  be  Vice  President.  But  if  there  should  re- 
main two  or  more  who  have  equal  votes,  the  Senate  shall  choose 
from  them  by  ballot  the  Vice  President.^ 

3  The  Congress  may  determine  the  time  of  choosing  the  elect- 
ors, and  the  day  on  which  they  shall  give  their  votes;  whieh  day 
shall  be  the  same  throughout  the  United  States. 

4  No  person  except  a  natural  bom  citizen,  or  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  this  Constitution, 
shall  be  eligible  to  the  office  of  President;  neither  shall  any 
person  be  eligible  to  that  office  who  shall  not  have  attained  to  the 
age  of  thirty-five  years,  and  been  fourteen  years  a  resident  within 
the  United  States. 

5  In  case  of  the  removal  of  the  President  from  oflBce,  or  of 
his  death,  resignation,  or  inability  to  discharge  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  said  office,  the  same  shall  devolve  on  the  Vice  Presi- 
dent, and  the  Congress  may  by  law  provide  for  the  case  of  re- 
moval, death,  resignation,  or  inability,  both  of  the  President  and 
Vice  President,  declaring  what  officer  shall  then  act  as  President, 
and  such  officer  shall  act  accordingly,  until  the  disability  be 
removed,  or  a  President  shall  be  elected. 

6  The  President  shall,  at  stated  times,  receive  for  his  services 
a  compensation,  which  shall  neither  be  increased  nor  diminished 
during  the  period  for  which  he  shall  have  been  elected,  and  he 

1  Superseded  by  the  12th  Amendment. 
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shall  not  receive  within  that  period  any  other  emolument  from 
the  United  States,  or  anj  of  them. 

7  Before  he  enter  on  the  execution  of  his  office,  he  shall  take 
the  following  oath  or  affirmation :  —  "I  do  solemnly  swear  (or 
affiTm)  that  I  will  faithfully  execute  the  office  of  President  of  the 
United  States,  and  will  to  the  best  of  my  ability,  preserve,  protect 
and  defend  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 

Section  2.  1  The  President  shall  be  commander  in  chief  of 
the  army  and  navy  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  militia  of  the 
several  States,  when  called  into  the  actual  service  of  the  United 
States;  he  may  require  the  opinion,  in  writing,  of  the  principal 
officer  in  each  of  the  executive  departments,  upon  any  subject 
relating  to  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  and  he  shall  have 
power  to  grant  reprieves  and  pardons  for  offenses  against  the 
United  States,  except,  in  cases  of  impeachment. 

2  He  shall  have  power,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  to  make  treaties,  provided  two  thirds  of  the  senators 
present  concur;  and  he  shall  nominate,  and  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  appoint  ambassadors, 
other  public  ministers  and  consuls,  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  all  other  officers  of  the  United  States,  whose  appointmenti 
are  not  herein  otherwise  provided  for,  and  which  shall  be  estab- 
lished by  law :  but  the  Congress  may  by  law  vest  the  appointment 
of  such  inferior  officers,  as  they  think  proper,  in  the  President 
alone,  in  the  courts  of  law,  or  in  the  heads  of  departments. 

3  The  President  shall  have  power  to  fill  up  all  vacancies  that 
may  happen  during  the  recess  of  the  Senate,  by  granting  commis- 
sions which  shall  expire  at  the  end  of  their  next  session. 

Section  3.  He  shall  from  time  to  time  give  to  the  Congress 
information  of  the  state  of  the  Union,  and  recommend  to  their 
coKsideration  such  measures  as  he  shall  judge  necessary  and  ex- 
pedient; he  may,  on  extraordinary  occasions,  convene  both 
Houses,  or  either  of  them,  and  in  case  of  disagreement  between 
them  with  respect  to  the  time  of  adjournment,  he  may  adjourn 
them  to  such  time  as  he  shall  think  proper;  he  shall  receive 
ambassadors  and  other  public  ministers;  he  shall  take  care  that 
the  laws  be  faithfully  executed,  and  shall  commission  all  the 
officers  of  the  United  States. 
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Section  4.  The  President,  Vice  President,  and  all  civil  offi- 
cers of  the  United  States,  shall  be  removed  from  office  on  im- 
peachment for,  and  conviction  of,  treason,  bribery,  or  other  high 
crimes  and  misdemeanors. 

ARTICLE  III 

Section  1.  The  judicial  ix)wer  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
vested  in  one  Supreme  Court,  and  in  such  inferior  courts  as  the 
Congress  may  from  time  to  time  ordain  and  establish.  The 
judges,  both  of  the  Supreme  and  inferior  courts,  shall  hold  their 
offices  during  good  behavior,  and  shall,  at  stated  times,  receive 
for  their  services,  a  compensation  which  shall  not  be  diminished 
during  their  continuance  in  office. 

Section  2.  1  The  judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all  cases,  in 
law  and  equity,  arising  under  this  Constitution,  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under 
their  authority ;  —  to  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  pub- 
lic ministers  and  consuls ;  —  to  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  mari- 
time jurisdiction ;  —  to  controversies  to  which  the  United  States 
shall  be  a  party;  —  to  controversies  between  two  or  more  States; 
—  between  a  State  and  citizens  of  another  State; — between 
citizens  of  different  States, —  between  citizens  of  the  same  State 
claiming  lands  under  grants  of  different  States,  and  between  a 
State,  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  States,  citizens  or 
subjects. 

2  In  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers 
and  consuls,  and  those  in  which  a  State  shall  be  party,  the 
Supreme  Court  shall  have  original  jurisdiction.  In  all  the  other 
cases  before  mentioned,  the  Supreme  Court  shall  have  appellate 
jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and  to  fact,  with  such  exceptions,  and 
under  such  regulations  as  the  Congress  shall  make. 

3  The  trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases  of  impeachment,  shall 
be  by  jury;  and  such  trial  shall  be  held  in  the  State  where  the 
said  crimes  shall  have  been  committed ;  but  when  not  committed 
within  any  State,  the  trial  shall  be  at  such  place  or  places  as  the 
Congress  may  by  law  have  directed. 

Section  3.  1  Treason  against  the  United  States,  shall  consist 
only  in  levying  war  against  them,  or  in  adhering  to  their  enemies, 
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• 
giving  them  aid  and  comfort.     Xo  person  shall  be  convicted  of 

treason  unless  on  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses  to  the  same  overt 

act,  or  on  confession  in  open  court. 

2  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  declare  the  punishment  of 

treason,   but   no  attainder   of   treason   shall   work  corruption   of 

blood,  or  forfeiture  except  during  the  life  of  the  person  attainted. 

ARTICLE  IV 

Section  1.  Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  State 
to  the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceedings  of  every  other 
State.  And  the  Congress  may  by  general  laws  prescribe  the  man- 
ner in  which  such  acts,  records  and  proceedings  shall  be  proved, 
and  the  effect  thereof. 

Section  2.  1  The  citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to 
all  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  States. 

2  A  person  charged  in  any  State  with  treason,  felony,  or  other 
crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice,  and  Ix?  found  in  another  State, 
shall  on  demand  of  the  executive  authoritv  of  the  State  from 
which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  to  be  removed  to  the  State  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  crime. 

3  Xo  person  held  to  service  or  labor  in  one  State,  under  the 
laws  thereof,  escaping  into  another,  shall,  in  consequence  of  any 
law  or  regulation  therein,  be  discharged  from  such  service  or 
labor,  but  shall  be  delivered  up  on  claim  of  the  party  to  whom 
such  service  or  labor  mav  be  due. 

Section  3.  1  X<w  States  may  be  admitted  by  the  Congress 
into  this  Union;  but  no  ne\.'  State  shall  be  formed  or  erected 
within  the  lurisdiction  of  anv  other  State ;  nor  anv  State  be 
formed  by  the  junction  of  two  or  more  States,  or  parts  of  States, 
without  the  consent  of  the  legislatures  of  the  States  concerned  as 
well  as  of  the  Congress. 

2  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  and  make  all 
needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory  or  other 
property  belonging  to  the  United  States ;  and  nothing  in  this 
Constitution  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of 
the  United  States,  or  of  any  particular  State. 

Section  4.  The  United  States  shall  guarantee  to  every  State 
in  this  Union  a  republican  form  of  government,  and  shall  })r  )t(H't 
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each  of  them  against  invasion ;  and  on  application  of  the  legisla- 
ture, or  of  the  executive  (when  the  legislature  cannot  be  convened) 
against  domestic  violence. 


ARTICLE  V 

The  Congress,  whenever  two  thirds  of  both  Houses  shall  deem 
it  necessary,  shall  propose  amendments  to  this  Constitution,  or, 
on  the  application  of  the  legislatures  of  two  thirds  of  the  several 
States,  shall  call  a  convention  for  proposing  amendments,  which, 
in  either  case,  shall  be  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  part 
of  this  Constitution,  when  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  three 
fourths  of  the  several  States,  or  by  conventions  in  three  fourths 
thereof,  as  the  one  or  the  other  mode  of  ratification  may  be  pro- 
posed by  the  Congress;  Provided  that  no  amendment  which  may 
be  made  prior  to  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eight 
shall  in  any  manner  affect  the  first  and  fourth  clauses  in  the  ninth 
section  of  the  first  article;  and  that  no  State,  without  its  consent, 
shall  be  deprived  of  its  equal  suffrage  in  the  Senate. 


ARTICLE  VI 

1  All  debts  contracted  and  engagements  entered  into,  before  the 
ado')tion  of  this  Constitution,  shall  be  as  valid  against  the  United 
Sta  OS  under  this  Constitution,  as  under  the  Confederation. 

2  This  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which 
eha  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof;  and  all  treaties  made,  or 
whi  I  shall  be  made,  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
sha  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land;  and  the  judges  in  every 
Sta  shall  be  bound  thereby,  anything  in  the  Constitution  or  laws 
of  J     '  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

r  'he  senators  and  representatives  before  mentioned,  and  the 

me  ors  of  the  several  State  legislatures,  and  all  executive  and 

ju(  al  officers,  both  of  the  United   States,   and  of  the  several 

Sta  ,  shall  be  bound  by  oath  or  affirmation  to  support  this  Con- 

stil  on ;  but  no  religious  test  shall  ever  be  required  as  a  qualifi- 

cat  to  any  office  or  public  trust  under  the  United  States. 
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ARTICLE  VII 

The  ratification  of  the  conventions  of  nine  States  «hall  be 
sufficient  for  the  establishment  of  this  Constitution  between  the 
States  so  ratifying  the  same. 

Articles  in  addition  to,  and  amendment  of,  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  of  America,  proposed  by  Congress,  and 
ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  the  several  States  pursuant  to  the 
fifth  article  of  the  original  Constitution. 

ARTICLE  I' 

Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of 
religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the 
freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press ;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peace- 
ably to  assemble,  and  to  i)etition  the  government  for  a  redress  of 
grievances. 

ARTICLE  II 

A  well  regulated  militia,  being  necessary  to  the  security  of  a 
free  State,  the  right  of  the  people  to  keep  and  bear  arms,  shall 
not  be  infringed. 

ARTICLE  III 

No  soldier  shall,  in  time  of  peace  be  quartered  in  any  house, 
without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  nor  in  time  of  war,  but  in  a 
manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law. 

ARTICLE  IV 

The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in  their  persons,  houses, 
papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures, 
shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  prob- 
able cause,  supported  by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly 
describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things 
to  be  seized. 

ARTICLE  V 

No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise 
infamous  crime,  unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand 

*^ Ma 

1  The  first  ten  Amendments  were  adopted  in   1791. 
vi 
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jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval  forces,  or  in  the 
militia,  when  in  actual  senice  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger; 
nor  shall  any  person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice 
put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall  be  compelled  in  any 
criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of 
life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall 
private  property  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation. 

ARTICLE  VI 

In  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  shall  enjoy  the  right 
to  a  speedy  and  public  trial,  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  State 
and  district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been  committed,  whicli 
district  shall  have  been  previously  ascertained  by  law,  and  to  be 
informed  of  the  nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation;  to  be  con- 
fronted wuth  the  witnesses  against  him ;  to  have  compulsory  process 
for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his  favor,  and  to  have  the  assistance  of 
counsel  for  his  defense. 

ARTICLE  VII 

In  suits  at  common  law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall 
exceed  twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved, 
and  no  fact  tried  bv  a  iury  shall  be  otherwise  reexamined  in  anv 
court  of  the  United  States,  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the 
common  law. 

ARTICLE  VIII 

Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed, 
nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

ARTICLE  IX 

The  enumeration  in  the  Constitution  of  certain  rights  shall  not 
be  construed  to  deny  or  disparage  others  retained  by  the  people. 

ARTICLE  X 

The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States 
tespectively,  or  to  the  people. 
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ARTICLE  XI' 

The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall  not  be  construed 
to  extend  to  any  suit  in  law  or  equity,  commenced  or  prosecuted 
against  one  of  the  Umted  States  by  citizens  of  another  State,  or 
by  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  foreign  State. 

ARTICLE  XII- 

The  electors  shall  meet  in  their  respective  States,  and  vote  bv 
ballot  for  President  and  Vice  President,  one  of  whom,  at  least, 
shall  not  be  an  inhabitant  of  the  same  State  with  themselves ; 
they  shall  name  in  their  ballots  the  person  ^  oted  for  as  President, 
and  in  distinct  ballots  the  person  voted  for  as  Vice  President,  and 
they  shall  make  distinct  lists  of  all  persons  voted  for  as  President 
and  of  all  persons  voted  for  as  Vice  President,  and  of  the  number 
of  votes  for  each,  which  lists  they  shall  sign  and  certify,  and 
transmit  sealed  to  the  seat  of  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
directed  to  the  president  of  the  Senate; — The  president  of  the 
Senate  shall,  in  presence  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tives, open  all  the  certificates  and  the  votes  shall  then  be  counted ; — 
The  person  having  the  greatest  number  of  votes  for  President 
shall  be  the  President,  if  such  number  be  a  majority  of  the  whole 
number  of  electors  appointed ;  and  if  no  person  have  such  majority, 
then  from  the  persons  having  the  highest  numbers  not  exceeding 
three  on  the  list  of  those  voted  for  as  President,  the  House  of 
Representatives  shall  choose  immediately,  by  ballot,  the  President. 
But  in  choosing  the  President,  the  votes  shall  be  taken  by  States, 
the  representation  from  each  State  having  one  vote ;  a  quorum  for 
this  purpose  shall  consist  of  a  member  or  members  from  two 
thirds  of  the  States,  and  a  majority  of  all  the  States  shall  be 
necessary  to  a  choice.  And  if  the  House  of  Representatives  shall 
not  choose  a  President  whenever  the  richt  of  choice  shall  devolve 
upon  them,  before  the  fourth  day  of  March  next  following,  then 
the  Vice  President  shall  act  as  President,  as  in  the  case  of  tho 
death  or  other  constitutional  disability  of  the  President.  The 
person  having  the  greatest  numl)er  of  votes  as  Vice  President  shall 

be  the  Vice  President,  if  such  number  be  a  majority  of  the  whole 

-  \ 

1  Adopted  in   1798.  2  Adopted  in    1804. 
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number  of  electors  appointed,  and  if  no  person  have  a  majority, 
then  from  the  two  highest  numbers  on  the  list,  the  Senate  shall 
choose  the  Vice  President ;  a  quorum  for  the  purpose  shall  consist 
of  two  thirds  of  the  whole  number  of  senators,  and  a  majority  of 
the  whole  number  shall  be  necessary  to  a  choice.  But  no  person 
constitutionally  ineligible  to  the  office  of  President  shall  be  eligible 
to  that  of  Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

ARTICLE  XIII' 

Section  1.  1  Neither  slavery  nor  involuntary  servitude,  ex* 
cept  as  punishment  for  crime  whereof  the  party  shall  have  been 
duly  convicted,  shall  exist  within  the  United  States,  or  any  place 
subject  to  their  jurisdiction. 

2  Congress  shall  have  power  to  enforce  this  article  by  appro- 
priate legislation. 

ARTICLE  XIV  2 

1  All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States 
and  of  the  State  wherein  they  reside.  No  State  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  State  deprive  any 
person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law; 
nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws. 

2  Representative?  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States 
according  to  their  respective  numbers,  counting  the  whole  number 
of  persons  in  each  State,  excluding  Indians  not  taxed.  But  when 
the  right  to  vote  at  any  election  for  the  choice  of  electors  for 
President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States,  representatives 
in  Congress,  the  executive  and  judicial  officers  of  a  State,  or  the 
members  of  the  legislature  thereof,  is  denied  to  any  of  the  male 
inhabitants  of  -such  State,  being  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  in  any  way  abridged,  except  for 
participation  in  rebellion,  or  other  crime,  the  basis  of  representa- 
tion therein  shall  be  reduced  in  the  proportion  which  the  number 
of  such  male  citizens  shall  bear  to  the  whole  number  of  male 
citizens  twenty-one  years  of  age  in  such  State. 

1  Adopted  in   1865.  ^  ^^ontetl  in   1868. 
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3  No  person  shall  be  a  senator  or  rej^resentative  in  Congress,  or 
elector  of  President  and  Vice  President,  or  hold  any  oflice,  civil 
or  military,  under  the  United  States,  or  under  any  State,  who, 
having  previously  taken  an  oath,  as  a  member  of  Congress,  or  as 
an  officer  of  the  United  States,  or  as  a  member  of  any  State  legis- 
lature, or  as  an  executive  or  judicial  officer  of  any  State,  to  sup- 
port the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  shall  have  engaged  in 
insurrection  or  rebellion  against  the  same,  or  given  aid  or  comfort 
to  the  enemies  thereof.  But  Congress  may  by  a  vote  of  two  thirds 
of  each  House,  remove  such  disability. 

4  The  validity  of  the  public  debt  of  the  United  States,  author- 
ized by  law,  including  debts  incurred  for  payment  of  pensions 
and  bounties  for  services  in  suppressing  insurrection  or  rebellion, 
shall  not  be  questioned.  But  neither  the  United  States  nor  any 
State  shall  assume  or  pay  any  debt  or  obligation  incurred  in  aid 
of  insurrection  or  rebellion  against  the  United  States,  or  any 
claim  for  the  loss  or  emancipation  of  any  slave ;  but  all  such  debts, 
obligations  and  claims  shall  be  held  illegal  and  void. 

5  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  enforce,  by  appropriate 
legislation,  the  provisions  of  this  article. 

ARTICLE  XV' 

Section  1.  The  right  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  vote 
shall  not  be  denied  or  abrid^red  by  the  United  States  or  by  any 
State  on  account  of  race,  color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitud-^. 

Section  2.  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  enforce  this 
article  by  appropriate  legislation. 

1  Adopted  in  1870. 
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CHAPTER  L 

THE  SUPREIklACY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  CONSTITUTION. 

The  fundamental  principle  of  American  constitutional  juris- 
prudence is  that  laws  and  not  men  shall  govern.  This  means  that 
when  a  power,  exercised  by  an  oflacial  or  by  a  governmental  organ, 
is  challenged  legal  authority  therefor  derived  from  some  existing 
law  must  be  shown,  and  that  no  valid  law  can  exist  save  that  which 
*  is  recognized  as  such  by  the  courts.  The  courts  reoognize  two 
great  bodies  of  law ;  the  so-called  common  law,  which  is  a  product 
of  custom  and  judicial  interpretation,  which  in  large  measure  we 
have  inherited  from  England;  and  enacted  law,  which  is  the 
formal  creation  of  the  legislative  organs  of  government.  This 
formally  enacted  law  is  of  two  kinds:  That  embodied  in  written 
constitutions,  and  that  enacted  by  the  ordinary  legislative  bodies 
and  termed  statutes. 

Independently  of  express  statement  to  that  efiFect,  it  has  become 
axiomatic  that  no  statute  law  is  valid  if  not  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  from  which  the  enacting  legislature 
derives  its  p€>wers.  A  state  statute  inconsistent  with  the  Con- 
stitution of  that  state  is,  therefore,  invalid,  and  an  act  of  Con- 
gress not  warranted  by  the  provisions  of  the  federal  Constitution 
is  similarly  void.  And  the  same  legal  invalidity  of  course  attaches 
to  the  unconstitutional  act  of  an  executive  or  judicial  organ  of 
government.  In  addition  to  being  subordinate  to  the  provisions  of 
the  state  Constitution,  every  act  of  the  state  official  or  organ  is 
required  to, conform  to  the  requirements  of  the  federal  Constitu- 
tion, and  this  applies  as  well  to  the  provisions  of  a  state  Constitu- 
tion, as  to  the  statutes  of  its  legislature. 
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Elsewhere  we  shall  have  occasion  to  deal  with  the  constitu- 
tioiial  tests  to  bo  applied  to  executive  and  judicial  acts.  In  this 
chapter  we  are  concerned  with  the  relation  between  statute  and 
constitutional  law. 

§  1.  The  Courts  and  Unconstitutional  Laws. 

The  principle  that  statutory  law,  in  order  to  be  valid,  must  be 
in  conformity  with  constitutional  requirements,  is  a  product  of 
American  jurisprudence,  and  peculiar  to  it.  That  the  acts  of  the 
legislatures  of  subordinate  political  units  must  agree  with  the 
conditions  and  recognize  the  limits  laid  down  by  the  superior 
sovereign  power  is  of  course  not  peculiar  to  the  United  States; 
but  that  the  legislative  acts  of  the  highest  legislative  body  itself 
are  void  if  not  warranted  by  the  Constitution  under  which  that 
body  is  organized,  is  nowhere  else  admitted, —  neither  in  Eng- 
land, which  is  without  a  written  Constitution,  nor  in  any  other 
Continental  country  which  has  one. 

§  2.  Marbury  v.  Madison. 

The  acceptance  of  this  principle  in  the  United  States  may  be 

dated  from  the  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  1803  of  the 

case  of  Marbury  v.  iladison.^    This  point  is  of  such  transcendent 

importance   that   the   argument  of   Marshall   will  be   given   in 
extenso. 

"  The  question  whether  an  act,  repugnant  to  the  Constitution, 

can  become  the  law  of  the  land,''  says  the  great  Chief  Justice,  "  is 

a  question  deeply  interesting  to  the  United  States;  but,  happily, 

not  of  an  intricacy  proportioned  to  its  interest.     It  seems  only 

necessary  to  recognize  certain  principles,  supposed  to  have  been 

long  and  well  established,  to  decide  it.     That  the  people  have  an 

original   right  to  establish,   for   their  future  government,    such 

principles,  as,  in  their  opinion,  shall  most  conduce  to  their  own 

happiness  is  the  basis  on  which  the  whole  American  fabric  has 

been  erected.     The  exercise  of  this  original  right  is  a  very  great 

exertion ;  nor  can  it,  nor  ought  it,  to  be  frequently  repeated.    The 

1 1  Cr.  137 ;  2  L.  ed.  60. 
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principles,  therefore,  so  established,  are  deemed  fundamental. 
And  as  the  authority  from  which  they  proceed  is  supreme,  and 
can  seldom  act,  they  are  designed  to  be  permanent.  This  original 
and  supreme  will  organizes  the  government,  and  assigns  to  dif- 
ferent departments  their  respective  powers.  It  may  either  stop 
here,  or  establish  certain  limits  not  to  be  transcended  l)y  those 
departments.  The  government  of  the  United  States  is  of  the  lat- 
ter description.  The  powers  of  the  legislature  are  defined  and 
limited;  and  that  those  limits  may  not  be  mistaken,  or  forgotten, 
the  Constitution  is  written.  .  .  .  It  is  a  proposition  too  plain  to 
be  contested,  that  the  Constitution  controls  any  legislative  act  re- 
pugnant to  it;  or,  that  the  legislature  may  alter  the  Constitution 
by  an  ordinary  act.  Between  these  alternatives  there  is  no  middle 
ground.  The  Constitution  is  either  a  supreme  paramount  law,  un- 
changeable by  ordinary  means,  or  it  is  on  a  level  with  ordinary  leg- 
islative acts,  and,  like  other  acts,  is  alterable  when  the  l^islature 
shall  please  to  alter  it.  .  .  .  Certainly  all  those  who  have 
framed  written  constitutions  contemplate  them  as  forming  the  fun- 
damental and  paramount  law  of  the  nation;  and,  consequently,  the 
theory  of  every  such  govermnent  must  be  that  an  act  of  the  leg- 
islature repugnant  to  the  Constitution  is  void.  ...  If  an 
act  of  the  legislature  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  is  void,  does 
it,  notwithstanding  its  invalidity,  bind  the  courts  and  oblige  them 
to  give  it  effect?  ...  It  is  emphatically  the  province  and 
duty  of  the  judicial  department  to  say  what  the  law  is.  .  .  . 
So  if  a  law  be  in  opposition  to  the  Constitution ;  if  bot^  the  law 
and  the  Constitution  apply  to  a  particular  case,  so  that  the  court 
must  either  decide  that  case  conformably  to  the  law,  disregarding 
the  Constitution;  or  conformably  to  the  Constitution,  disregard- 
ing the  law;  the  court  must  determine  which  of  these  conflicting 
rules  governs  the  case.  This  is  of  the  very  essence  of  judicial 
duty.  If,  then,  the  courts  are  to  regard  the  Constitution,  and  the 
Constitution  is  superior  to  any  ordinary  act  of  the  legislature, 
the  Constitution,  and  not  such  ordinary  act,  must  govern  the  case 
to  which  they  both  apply." 
The  reasoning  of  Webster  and  Kent  as  to  the  invalidity  of 
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lepislative  acts  contrary  to  the  Constitution,  and  as  to  the  power 
of  the  toHTt  to  declare  them  such,  is  substantially  the  same  as 
that  of  M&rshall.^ 

§  3«  Criticism. 

The  force  of  tht  reasoning  of  Marshall,  Webster  and  Kent  may 
iji  some  respects  \x  'questioned,  or  at  least  added  to. 

That  organ  or  bod\  which  has  the  final  power  to  interpret  the 
Constitution  has  necessarily  the  power  to  give  to  that  in- 
gtmment  what  meaning  it  will.  It  thus  becomes,  in  a  sense^ 
supreme  over  all  the  other  organs  of  government.  Unless,  there- 
fore, the  body  from  whose  action  the  Constitution  itself  derived 
its  force  is  to  be  resorted  to  in  every  case  of  doubtful  construction 
(and  this,  of  course,  is  impracticable)  the  only  alternative  is  to 
delegate  this  supreme  power  to  some  one  of  the  permanent  organs 
of  government.  But  it  does  not  necessarily  follow,  as  the  reason- 
ing of  Marshall,  Webster  and  Kent  would  seem  to  indicate,  that, 
as  an  abstract  proposition,  this  power  must  always  be  possessed  by 
the  judiciary.  Indeed,  in  all  other  countries  except  the  United 
States,  this  power  is  vested  in  the  legislature.  These  other  writ- 
ten constitutions  did  not,  indeed,  exist  at  the  time  that  Marshall 
rendered  his  opinion,  but  their  present  existence  shows  that  under 
a  written  instrument  of  government  it  does  not  necessarily  follow 
that  the  courts  should  have  a  power  to  hold  void  legislative  acts 
contrary  to  its  provisions. 

If,  then,  the  possession  of  this  power  by  American  courts  is 
to  be  established,  it  must  be  by  a  resort  either  to  the  words  of 

2  Webster  declares:  **  The  Constitution  being  the  supreme  law,  it  follows 
of  course,  that  every  act  of  the  legislature  contrary  to  tlie  law  must  be  Toid. 
But  who  shall  decide  this  question?  Shall  the  legislature  itsself  decide  it? 
If  so,  then  the  Constitution  ceases  to  be  a  legal  and  becomes  only  a  moral 
pestraint  on  tiie  legislature.  If  they,  and  they  only,  are  to  judge  whether 
their  acts  be  conformable  to  the  Constitution,  then  the  Constitution  is  admoni- 
tory or  advisory  only,  not  legally  binding;  because,  if  the  construction  of 
ft  rest  wlioUy  with  them,  their  discretion,  in  particular  cases,  may  be  in 
favor  of  very  erroneous  and  dangerous  constructions.  Hence  the  courts  of  law, 
Becees&riiy,  when  the  case  arises,  must  decide  upon  the  vaUdity  of  particular 
acts."    Webster,  Works,  Vol.  Ill,  30. 
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the  Constitution  itself;  or,  if  these  be  not  explicit,  to  the  general 
intention  of  the  framers  and  adopters  of  the  Constitution,  so  far 
as  this  intention  may  be  deduced  from  the  general  nature  of  the 
government  sought  to  be  established,  from  the  records  preserved 
of  the  conventions  in  which  the  instrument  was  framed  and 
adopted,  and  from  the  precedents  drawn  from  colonial  practice, 
if  any  such  are  to  be  found.  We  are  not  here  concerned,  it  is  to 
be  repeated,  with  the  question  whether  the  federal  judiciary 
should  have  the  power  to  hold  void  such  acts  of  the  state  legis- 
latures as  might  contravene  the  provisions  of  the  federal  Con- 
stitution. This  is  a  distinct  question  and  is  considered  in  its 
proper  place.  We  have  here  to  deal  with  the  power  of  the  federal 
courts  to  refuse  to  recognize  the  validity  of  such  acts  of  the 
National  Legislature  as  it  may  consider  unconstitutional,  and  of 
state  tribunals  to  hold  void  acts  of  their  state  legislatures  because 
contrary  to  their  respective  state  Constitutions. 

As  r^ards  state  precedents  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  federal 
Constitution  it  may  be  said  that  there  are  scarcely  to  be  found  a 
suiEcient  number  to  warrant  one  in  saying  that  the  doctrine  had 

Kent,  in  his  Commentaries,  says :  '*  The  Constitution  is  the  act  of  the 
peopk,  speaking  in  their  original  character,  and  defining  the  permaiient 
conditions  of  the  social  alliance ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  on  the  point 
with  us,  that  every  act  of  the  legislative  power  contrary  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  is  absolutely  null  and  void.  The  judicial 
df'partment  is  the  proper  power  in  the  government  to  determine  whether  a 
statute  be  or  be  not  constitutional.  The  interpretation  or  construction  of  the 
Constitution  is  as  much  a  judicial  act,  and  requires  the  exercise  ot  the  same 
legal  discretion,  as  tlie  interpretation  or  construction  of  a  law.  To  contend 
that  the  courts  of  justice  must  obey  the  requisitions  of  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature when  it  appears  to  them  to  have  been  passed  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution,  would  be  to  contend  that  the  law  was  superior  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  that  the  judges  had  no  right  to  look  into  it,  and  regard  it  as  a 
paramount  law.  It  would  be  rendering  the  power  of  the  agent  greater  than 
that  of  his  principal  and  be  declaring  that  the  will  of  only  one  concurrent 
and  co-ordinate  department  of  the  subordinate  authorities  under  the  Consti- 
tution was  absolute  over  the  otlier  departments,  and  competent  to  control, 
according  to  its  own  will  and  pleasure,  the  whole  fabric  of  the  government, 
and  the  fundamental  laws  on  which  it  rested.  The  attempt  to  impose  re- 
straints upon  the  exercise  of  the  legislative  poAver  would  be  fruitless,  if  the 
constitutional  provisions  were  left  without  any  power  in  the  government  to 
guard  and  enforce  them."     Chapter  XX. 
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become  an  established  one  in  America  in  1787,  and  therefore  to 
be  ])resumeJ  to  have  been  held  by  the  framers  and  adopters  of  the 
federal  Constitution.  Still  there  had  been  a  few  instances  in 
which,  ]n'ior  to  1789,  the  courts  had  hejd  void  acts  of  their  respec- 
tive legislatures,  though  not  without  incurring  more  or  less 
animadversion  for  so  doing. 

AVliatever  may  be  the  evidence  of  prior  state  or  colonial 
practice,  it  appears  quite  ])lainly  from  the  proceedings  of  the  con- 
stitutional convention,  as  well  as  from  the  words  of  the  Constitu- 
tion itself,  tliat  it  was  intended  that  the  courts  should  have  the 
j)ower  of  disrogardi^ig  unconstitutional  legislative  acts.  The 
greatest  solicitude  was  constantly  expressed  that  the  national  legis- 
lative power  should  be  prevented  from  encroaching  upon  the  pow- 
ers of  the  other  departments  of  government,  and  a  great  variety 
of  schemes  for  preventing  this  were  discussed.  In  addition  to 
the  qualified  presidential  veto  which  was  finally  adopted,  it  was 
expressly  provided  that  the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  made  in  pursuance  thereof  should  be  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land,  and  that  the  federal  judicial  power  should  extend 
to  "  all  cases,  in  law  and  equity,  arising  under  the  Constitution.'' 
From  this  would  clearly  appear  an  intention  that  the  courts  should 
have  the  power  to  consider  the  constitutionality  of  legislative  acts. 

Marshall  in  his  opinion  in  Marbury  v.  Madison  adverts  to 
this,  but  does  not,  as  he  should  have  done,  make  it  the  foundation 
of  his  argimient.  He  says:  "  The  judicial  power  of  the  United 
States  is  extended  to  all  cases  arising  under  the  Constitution. 
Could  it  be  the  intention  of  those  who  gave  this  .power,  to  say  that 
in  using  it  the  Constitution  should  not  be  looked  into?  That  a 
case  arising  under  the  Constitution  should  be  decided  without  ex- 
amining the  instrument  under  which  it  arises?  This  is  too  ex- 
travagant to  be  maintained."  After  quoting  certain  prohibitions 
of  the  Constitution  upon  legislative  action,  Marshall  continues: 
**  From  these  and  many  other  selections  which  might  be  made, 
it  is  apparent  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  contemplated 
that  instrument  as  a  rule  for  the  government  of  courts,  as  well  as 
of  the  legislature.     Why  otherwise  does  it  direct  the  judges  to 
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take  an  oath  to  support  it  ?  ...  It  is  also  not  entirely  un- 
worthy of  observation  that  in  declaring  what  shall  Ix?  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land,  the  Constitution  itself  is  tirst  mentioned ;  and 
not  the  laws  of  the  United  States  generally,  but  those  only  w^hich 
shall  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution,  have  that  rank. 
Thus  the  particular  phraseology  of  the  Con^^titntion  of  the  United 
States  confirms  and  strengthens  the  principle,  supposed  to  be 
essential  to  all  written  Constitutions,  that  a  law  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution  is  void;  and  that  courts,  as  well  as  other  de- 
partments, are  bound  by  that  instrument.'- 

This  last  paragraph  clearly  exhil)its  the  sequence  of  the  argu- 
ment in  Marshall's  mind.  First  is  stated  the  abstract  principle, 
necessarily  bound  up  with  the  idea  of  a  written  fundamental  in- 
strument of  government,  that  the  constitutionality  of  a  legislative 
act  mav  be  questioned  bv  the  courts.  Then  the  validity  of  this 
principle  is  supported  by  the  express  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion itself.  This  first  observed  principle  we  have  seen  to  be  not  a 
necessary  one.  The  entire  argument  should  therefore  have  been 
thrown  upon  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  itself  interpreted 
in  the  light  of  the  intentions  of  its  framers  so  far  as  these  inten- 
tions are  discoverable  from  the  debates  in  the  federal  constitu- 
tional convention  and  the  state  ratifying  conventions.*^ 

§  4.  The  Expediency  of  This  Judicial  Power. 

As  regards  the  expediency  of  granting  to  the  courts  rather  than 
to  the  legislature  itself  the  final  power  of  construing  the  Con- 
sit  is  geiieraUy  stated  that  the  power  of  tlie  courts  to  fU*tIare  void  uncon- 
stitutional laws  is  an  implied  one  and  not  an  expressly  granted  power. 
Mr.  Brinton  Coxe,  however,  in  his  interesting  work,  Judicial  Poicer  and 
Unconstitutional  Legislation,  argues  that  the  power  is  expressly  given  in  the 
clauses  which  liave  been  quoted  in  the  text, —  not  expressly  in  the  sense  of 
being  unequivocally  stated  in  so  many  words,  but  as  being  necessarily  intended 
by  the  words  used,  and  not  implied  ar  a  means  of  rendering  effective  some 
other  expressly  granted  power.  In  otlier  words,  he  says  in  elTect,  that  the 
power  is  expressly  given  even  though  a  careful  examination  of  the  text  is 
required  to  determine  the  fact.  To  the  autlior,  however,  it  seems  more  satis- 
factory to  hold  the  power  an  implied  one  —  implied  from  the  express  authority 
given  to  the  federal  courts  to  adjudicate  all  cases  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion which  is  declared  to  be  tlie  supreme  law  of  the  land. 
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stitution  there  would  seem  to  be  little  doubt,  though  there  are 
indeed  some  who  still  question  it.* 

That  it  was  the  possible  absorption  of  undue  powers  by  the 
legislature  which  the  constitutional  fathers  expressly  feared,  there 
is  abundant  evidence  in  the  records  of  their  views  which  have 
been  preserved.  The  following  is  but  one  of  many  similar  quota- 
tions that  might  be  made.  In  the  Federalist,^  Madison  writes: 
**  In  a  government  where  numerous  and  extensive  prerogatives  are 
placed  in  the  hands  of  an  hereditary  monarch,  the  executive  de- 
partment is  very  justly  regarded  as  the  source  of  danger  and 
watched  with  all  the  jealousy  which  a  zeal  for  liberty  ought  to 
inspire.  .  .  •  But  in  a  representative  republic,  where  the 
executive  magistracy  is  limited  both  in  the  extent  and  the  dura- 
tion of  its  power;  and  where  the  legislative  power  is  exercised  by 
an  assembly  which  is  inspired  by  a  supposed  influenee  over  the 
people,  with  an  intrepid  confidence  in  its  own  strength,  which  is 

*See  for  example  American  Law  Review,  XL,  3.36,  article  entitled  "  TIte 
Great   Usurpatiou,"   aiid   North   American  Review,   Auguf^t   16,    1907,  artxclo 

entitled  "  Judicial  NuUification  of  Acts  of  Congress." 

6  Ko.  XLVllI. 

The  argument,  upon  grounds  of  expediency,  for  giving  the  poirer  to  the 
courts  is  stated  by  Webster  and  Kent  as  follows:  Webster  says:  "It  cazmot 
be  denied  that  one  great  object  of  written  constitutions  is  to  keep  the 
departments  of  government  as  distinct  as  possible;  and  for  this  purpose  to 
impose  restraints  designed  to  have  that  effect.  And  it  is  equally  true,  that 
there  is  no  department  on  which  it  is  more  necessary  to  impose  restraint* 
than  the  legislative.  The  tendency  of  things  is  almost  always  to  augment  the 
power  of  that  department  in  its  relation  to  the  judiciary.  The  judiciary 
is  composed  of  few  persons,  and  those  not  such  as  mix  habitually  in  the 
pui suits  and  objects  which  most  engage  public  men.  They  are  not,  or  never 
should  be,  political  men.  Thej'  have  often  unpleasant  duties  to  perform, 
and  their  conduct  is  often  liable  to  be  canvassed  and  censured,  where  their 
reasons  for  it  are  not  known,  or  cannot  be  understood.  The  legislature 
holds  the  public  purse.  It  fixes  the  compensation  of  all  other  departments; 
it  applies,  as  well  as  raises,  all  revenue.  It  is  a  numerous  body  and 
necessarily  carries  along  with  it  a  great  force  of  public  opinion.  Its 
members  are  public  men,  in  constant  contact  with  one  another,  and  with  their 
constituents.  It  would  seem  to  be  plain  enough  that,  without  constitutional 
provisions  which  should  be  fixed  and  certain,  such  a  department,  in  case  of 
excitement,  would  be  able  to  encroach  on  the  judiciary.  Therefore  is  it,  that 
a  security  of  judicial  independence  becomes  necessary."     Works,  III,  29. 

Kent  declares :  "  From  the  mass  of  powers  necessarily  vested  in  tlie 
legiclature,  and  the  active  and   sovereign  nature  of  these  powers;   from  the 
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sufficiently  uumerous  to  feel  all  the  pas&ion«  which  actuate  a  mul- 
titude, yet  uot  so  numerous  as  to  be  incapable  of  pursuing  the 
objects  of  its  passions  by  all  the  means  which  reason  prescribes, 
it  is  against  the  enterprising  ambition  of  this  department  that 
the  people  ought  to  indulge  all  their  jealousy  and  exhaust  all 
their  precautions.  .  .  .  Its  constitutional  powers  being  at 
once  more  exclusive  and  less  susceptible  of  precise  limits,  it  can, 
with  greater  facility,  mask  under  complicated  and  indirect 
measures,  the  encroachments  that  it  makes  on  co-ordinate 
departments.'' 

§  5.  Courts  Do  Not  •*  Nullify  "^  Laws. 

The  doctrine  that  an  unconstitiitional  law  is  void  is  often 
stated  as  a  dednction  from  the  premise  that  constitutional  law  is 
a  superior  kind  of  law  to  w^hich  statute  law  of  inferi\)r  rank  is 
obliged  to  yield.  Accnrately  speaking,  however,  this  is  not  the 
case,  for  the  unconstitutional  statute  is  not  law  at  all,  whatever  its 
form  or  however  solemnly  enacted  and  promulgated. 

There  are  not  and  cannot  be  degrees  of  legal  validity.  Any 
given  rule  of  conduct  or  definition  of  a  right  either  is  or  is  not 

numerous  bodies  of  which  tlie  legUlature  is  composed,  the  popular  sym- 
pathies whicli  it  excites,  and  its  immediate  dependence  upon  the  people  by 
nic-ans  of  frequent  periodical  elections,  it  follows  that  the  legislative  depart- 
ntent  of  the  government  will  have  a  decided  superiority  of  influence.  It  is 
constantly  acting  upon  all  the  great  interests  of  society,  and  agitating  its 
ho\HiS  and  fears.  It  is  liable  to  be  constantly  swayed  by  popular  prejudice  and 
pii&sion,  and  it  is  difficult  to  keep  it  from  pressing  with  injurious  weight 
upon  the  constitutional  rights  and  privileges  of  the  other  departments.  An 
independent  judiciarj',  venerable  by  its  gravity,  its  dignity  and  its  wisdomr 
and  delilierating  with  entire  serenity  and  modtration.  is  peculiarly  fitted  for 
the  exalted  duty  of  expounding  the  Constitution,  and  taxing  the  validity 
of  statutes  by  that  standard.  It  is  only  by  the  free  exorcise  of  this  power 
that  courts  of  justice  are  enabled  to  repel  assaults,  and  to  protect  every 
j»art  of  the  government,  and  every  member  of  the  community,  from  undue 
and  destructive  innovations  upon  their  chartered  rights.  It  nas  accordingly 
l>€Come  a  settled  principle  in  the  legal  polity  of  this  country,  that  it  bel(>ngs 
to  the  judicial  power,  as  a  matter  of  right  and  duty,  to  declare  every  act 
of  the  legislature,  made  in  violation  of  the  Constitution,  null  and  void." 
Commentaries,  Lect.  XX. 
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law.  When  therefore  we  describe  any  particular  measure  as  an 
unconstitutional  law,  and  therefore,  of  course,  void,  we  are  in 
fact,  strictly  speaking,  guilty  of  a  contradiction  of  terms,  for  if 
it  is  unconstitutional  it  is  not  a  law  at  all;  or,  if  it  is  a  law,  it 
cannot  be  unconstitutional.  Thus  when  any  particular  so-called 
law  is  declared  unconstitutional  by  a  competent  court  of  last  resort, 
the  measure  in  question  is  not  ''  vetoed  '^  or  ^*  annulled,"  but 
simply  declared  never  to  have  been  law  at  all,  never  to  have  been, 
in  fact,  anything  more  tJian  a  futile  attempt  at  legislation  on  the 
part  of  the  legislatiu'e  enacting  it.  This  is  a  very  important 
point,  for  did  the  decision  of  the  court  operate  as  a  veto  th^  effect 
would  be  simply  to  hold  that  the  law  should  cease  to  be  valid  from 
and  after  the  time  such  decision  was  rendered,  whereas,  in  fact, 
the  effect  is  to  declare  that  the  law  never  having  had  any  legal 
force  no  ]egal  rights  or  liabilities  can  be  founded  upon  it.  In 
Norton  V.  Shelby  Co.,^'  Mr.  Justice  Field  savs:  '"An  uncon:?titu- 
tional  act  is  not  a  law,  it  confers  no  rights,  it  imposes  no  duties,  it 
affords  no  protection,  it  creates  no  office;  it  is,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, as  inoperative  as  though  it  had  never  been  passed." 

An  exception  to  this  doctrine,  and,  to  the  author's  mind,  an 
illogical  and  ill-considered  one,  is  that  made  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  Geli)eke  v.  Dubuque'  and  the  cases  affirming  it.®  In 
these  cases  it  has  been  held  that  while  a  decision  of  the  highest 
court  of  a  State  holding  void  an  act  of  the  State  because  in  con- 
flict with  the  Constitution  of  that  State  will  be  follov7ed  by  the 
federal  Supreme  Court  as  to  all  rights  of  action  accruing  after 
the  rendition  of  such  decision,  it  will  not  be  applied  to  earlier 
transactions  entered  into  when  the  law  in  question  Jiad  been 
declared  valid  bv  the  state  courts  and  these  transactions  had  been 
entered  into  in  good  faith  confiding  in  the  decision  of  the  courts 
upholding  the  law.® 

6  118  U.  S.  42.-) ;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1121;  30  L.  ed.  178. 

7  1  WaU.  175;  17  L.  ed.  520. 

8  See  section  517.  There  are  also  some  other  exceptions,  among  which  is  the 
validity  given  to  acts  of  dc  facto  officers  and  dc  facto  corporations  whose 
tenure  of  office  or  existence  is  baHe<l  upon  statutes  later  lield  unconstitutional. 

9  It  may  also  be  proper  to  observe  that  acts  coniniitted  by  persons  exercis- 
ing in  good  faith  powers  conferred  by  acts  later  held  unconstituticnal  are  some- 
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In  declaring  unconstitutional,  anJ  therefore  void,  the  enact- 
ment of  a  l^islative  body,  it  has  sometimes  been  argued  that  a 
court  defeat^s  the  will  of  the  ,peo})le  as  whose  law-making  organ  and 
mouthpiece  the  legislature  acts.  In  truth,  however,  what  is  done 
is  this:  The  people,  acting  solemnly  and  deliberately  in  their 
sovereign  capacity,  declare  that  certain  matters  shall  be  deter- 
mined in  a 'certain  way.  These  matters,  l)ecau.se  of  their  great 
and  fundamental  importance,  they  reduce  to  definite  written  form, 
and  declare  they  shall  not  be  changed  except  in  a  particular  man- 
ner. In  addition  to  this*thev  go  on  to  sav,  in  substance,  that  so 
decided  is  their  will,  and  so  maturely  formed  their  judgment,  upon 
these  matters,  that  any  act  of  their  own  representatives  in  legis- 
lature inconsistent  therewith,  is  not  to  be  taken  as  expressing  their 
deliberate  will.  Therefore,  when  the  courts  declare  void  legisla- 
tive acts  inconsistent  with  constitutional  j  rovisions,  the  judgrs  are 
giving  effect  to  the  real  will  of  the  people  as  they  have  previously 
solemnly  declared  it.  Thus,  '^  In  exercising  this  high  authority, 
the  judges  claim  no  judicial  supremacy;  they  are  only  the  ad- 
ministrators of  the  public  will.  If  an  act  of  the  legislature  is 
held  void,  it  is  not  because  the  judges  have  any  control  over  the 
legislative  power,  but  because  the  act  is  forbidden  by  the  Con- 
stitution, and  because  the  will  of  the  people,  which  is  therein  de- 
clared, is'paramount  to  that  of  their  representatives  expressed  in 
any  law\"  ^^ 

times  given  a  certain  validity.  This,  however,  is  in  accordance  with  a  general 
principle  governing  de  facto  officers  and  is  hardly  to  be  tr^iated  as  an  exception 
to  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  text.  In  United  States  v.  ReaUy  Co.  (1(53  I'.  S. 
427;  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1120;  41  L.  ed.  215)  it  was  hold  that  persons  acting  in 
good  faith  under  an  unconstitutional  act  of  Congress  mi<rht  have  an  equitable 
claim  against  the  United  States,  for  tbe  ]v\yn:ent  of  which  an  appropriation 
might  be  made  by  Congress. 
10  Lindsay  v.  Commissioners,  2  Ray,  38,  61. 


CHAPTEE  n. 

PRINCIPLES  OF  CONSTITUTIONAL  CONSTRUCTIOfN. 

§  6.  Cfecumstances  Under  Which  the  Courts  Will  Hold  an  Act 
of  Congress  Void* 

Because  an  act  of  Congress  is  the  declaration  of  a  co-ordinate 
branch  of  the  National  Government,  the  courts  have  established 
for  themselves  certain  more  or  less  definite  rules  governing  the 
conditions  under  which  they  will  undertake  to  pass  upon  the  con- 
stitutionalitv  of  federal  statutes.  These  rules  are  self-established, 
under  a  sense  of  propriety  and  expediency,  and  are  not  created 
by  any  constitutional  necessity.^ 

1.  Courts  of  first  instance  will  not  hold  an  act  unconstitutional 
except  in  clear  cases,  but  will  leave  this  to  the  final  judgment  of 
the  higher  courts.  Inferior  courts  hold  themselves  bound  by  the 
prior  decisions  of  superior  courts  as  to'the  validity  of  an  act,  even 
though  new  reasons,  pro  or  contra,  are  raised.  The  presumption 
is  that  all  possible  arguments  were  in  fact  considered  by  the 
superior  courts. 

2.  The  Supreme  Court  has  held  that,,  ordinarily,  it  will  not 
hold  a  law  void  except  by  a  majority  of  the  full  bench.  Thus* 
in  1825,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  refused  to  follow  a 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  which  had 
held  a  law  of  Kentucky  void  as  contrary  to  the  federal  Constitu- 
tion, stating  as  a  reason  that  the  decision  had  not  been  concurred 
in  by  a  majority  of  the  entire  court.^  After  this  occurrence  the 
Supreme  Court  adopted  the  rule  as  stated  above.  In  i^ew  York  v. 
Mihi,^  decided  in  ISG-l,  Marshall  said:  "The  practice  of  this 
court  is  not  (except  in  cases  of  absolute  necessity)  to  deliver 
any  judgment  in  cases  where  constitutional  questions  are  in- 
volved, unless  four  justices   [the  court  then  consisted  of  seven] 

1  Cf,  the  enumeration  of  theso  rules  by  Cooley  in  his  Const.  Lim.f  Chap.  VII. 
2Bodley  v.  Gaither,  3  Monroe,  57. 
8  8  Pet.  120;  8  L.  ed.  888. 
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concur  in  the  opinion,  thus  m airing  the  decision  that  of  a  majority 
of  the  whole  court  In  the  present  cmaes  four  justices  do  not  oon- 
cur  in  opinion  as  to  the  constitutional  questions  which  have  been 
argued.  The  court  therefore  direct  these  cases  to  be  reargued  at 
the  next  term,  under  the  expectation  that  a  larger  number  of  the 
judges  may  then  be  present" 

3.  The  courts  will  not  pass  upon  the  constitutionality  of  a  law 
except  in  suits  duly  brought  before  them  at  the  instance  of 
parties  whose  material  interests  are  involved.^ 

*  Advisory  Opinions:  Tlie  foUowing  data  r^arding  Advisory  Opinions  is 
largely  taken  from  Thayer,  Cases  on  Constitutional  Law,  I,  175. 

The  constitutions  of  four  of  the  States  (Ma^isachueetts,  Maine,  New  Hamp- 
shire^  Rhode  Island)  provide  that  upon  request  by  the  executive  or  legislature, 
the  judges  of  the  highest  courts  shall  render  an  opinion  upon  the  constitu- 
tionality of  a  proposed  measure  submitted  to  them.  And  »ix  States  (Colorado, 
Florida,  Idaho,  Illinois,  Nebraska,  Washington)  provide  that  judges  may 
suggest  improvements  in  the  law  for  legislative  action.  (Dealey,  Our  State 
Constitutions  J  p.  40,  Annals  of  the  American  Academy  of  Political  and  Social 
Science.     Supplement,  March,  1907.) 

In  general  it  may  be  said  that  these  opinions  thus  obtained  are  purely 
advisory  in  character,  and  that  they  do  not  even  constitute  judicial  pre- 
cedents to  control  the  future  judgments  of  the  courts  that  render  them.  This 
has  been  definitely  declared  in  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire.  Rhode  Island, 
Missouri  (where  the  practice  existed  from  18G5  to  1875)  and  Florida.  In 
Maine  and  Colorado,  however,  these  decisions  have  been  held  binding.  (12 
Col.  Rept.  46(J,  70  Maine,  p.  503).  Tlie  >Jaiiie  court  said:  "Various  questions 
involving  the  true  construction  of  the  Constitution  and  statutes  .  .  .  arose, 
and  the  Governor  called  upon  this  court  for  its  opinion  on  the  questions 
propounded.  The  court  was  required  hy  the  Constitution  to  expound  and 
construe  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  statutes  involved.  It  gave 
full  answers.  The  opinion  of  the  court  was  thus  obtained  in  one  of  the  modes 
provided  in  the  Constitution  for  an  authoritative  determination  of  *  important 
questions  of  law.*  Tlie  law  thus  determined  is  the  conclusive  guide  of  the 
Governor  and  Council  in  the  performance  of  their  ministerial  duties.  Any 
action  on  their  part  ...  in  violation  of  the  Constitutive  and  law  thus  de- 
clared is  a  usurpation  of  authority  and  must  be  hold  void." 

Despite  Maine  and  Colorado,  the  weight  of  precedent,  as  well  as  the  better 
reason  and  wisdom,  is  in  favor  of  holding  such  opinions  advisory  merely. 
Such  decisions  do  not  arise  out  of  or  relate  to  any  particular  facts  or 
particular  purpose  which  might  explain  or  limit  the  generality  of  their  state- 
ments. The  judges  have  not  had  the  benefit  of  the  hearing  of  counsel,  and 
there  has  been  no  argument  before  them. 

The  opinions  of  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  resemble  in 
their  adrisory  character  these  opinions  of  judges. 
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r>^^^  ^   4.,  The  court  will  not  pass  adversely  upon  the  validity  of  an  act 
^£  »      ^bi^^ongress  unless  it  is  absolutely  necessary  for  it  to  do  so  in  order 
to  decicfeSlj^  question  at  issue.     This  principle  has  been  so  often 
declared  that  ftm.j?itation  of  authorities  is  not  necessary.® 

A  number  of  instances  have  occurred  in  which  justices  in  States,  whose 
Constitutions  did  not  give  the  legislatHi;e  or  executive  this  power  to  caU  for 
their  opinions,  have  refused  to  give  them^^hen  caUed  upon  to  do  so.  Es- 
peciaUy  in  Minnesota  (10  Minn.  78,  1865)  the^ojirt  held  unconstitutional  an 
act  which  provided  that  **  either  house  may  by  resolotion  require  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court  or  any  one  or  more  of  the  judges  th^'rwjf  upon  a 
subject,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  court,  or  judges  thereof,  when  so 
requested  respectively  to  give  such  opinions  in  writing." 

The  Pennsylvania  court,  however,  in  a  similar  case,  gave  the  desired  opinion 
without  comment.     (3  Binney,  595.) 

In  several  cases,  justices  have  refused,  even  in  those  States  where  the  power 
to  call  for  an  opinion  is  in  the  Constitution,  to  give  an  opinion  upon  questions 
which,  it  was  possible  might  afterward  come  before  thom  for  adjudication. 
Instances  of  this  occurred  several  times  in  Missouri  and  once  in  Maine. 

In  the  Constitutional  Convention  of  1787  it  was  proposed  to  give  this 
power  to  the  President  and  Congress  and  to  ask  opinions  of  the  Supreme  Court., 
but  nothing  came  of  it.     (5  Ell.  Deb.  445.) 

In  1793  Washington  asked  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  re  Jay's 
Treaty.  Twenty-nine  questions  were  propounded*  The  Court  refused  to 
answer.  Thayer  thinks  it  fortunate  that  this  first  request  should  have  come 
in  so  weighty  a  form,  else  the  court  might  have  slipped  into  an  unfortunate 
precedent,  and  thus  become  concerned  in  politics. 

"  New  York  originally  not  only  gave  her  legislators  a  share  in  judicial 
power,  but  her  judges  a  share  in  that  of  legislation.  Her  Constitution  of  1777 
provided  for  a  council  of  revision,  consisting  of  the  Governor,  the  Chancellor, 
and  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  whom  all  bills  which,  passed  the 
Senate  and  Assembly  should  be  presented  for  consideration;  and  that  if  a 
majority  of  them  should  deem  it  improper  that  any  such  bill  become  a  law 
they  should  within  ten  days  return  it  with  their  objections  to  the  house 
in  which  it  originated,  which  should  enter  the  objections  at  large  in  its 
minutes,  and  proceed  to  reconsider  the  bill;  and  that  it  should  not  become  a 
law  unless  repassed  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  of  each  house. 
For  forty  years  this  remained  the  law,  and  the  Council  of  Revision  contained 
from  time  to  time  judges  of  great  ability,  Chancellor  Kent  being  one.  During 
this  period,  6590  bills  in  all  w^ere  passed.  One  hundred  and  twenty-eight  of 
them  were  returned  by  the  Council  with  their  objections,  and  only  seventeen 
of  these  received  the  two- thirds  necessary  to  re-enact  them."  Baldwin,  T^he 
American  Judiciary,  p.  30. 

5  In  Marbury  v.  Madison  the  Supreme  Court,  although  it  declared  that  it 
had  not  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  went  on  to  lay  down  the  law  applicable  to  the 
other  points  at  issue.    The  excuse  for  so  doing  was  that  the  court  felt  itself 


PlJIXCIPLES    OF    COXSTITL'TIOXAL    CoXSTKlCTIOX.  15 

5.  When  it  is  possible  to  do  so  without  doing  too  great  violence 
to  the  words  actually  used,  the  language  of  a  statute  will  be  so  re- 
obligated  first  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  mandamus  asked  for  should 
issue,  so  that,  if  possible,  it  might  dispose  cff  the  case  without  calling  into 
question  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  Congress  granting  tlie  original 
jurisdiction  under  which  the  suit  had  been  brought.  Whether  this  was  a 
sufficient  excuse  is  doubtful.  Jefferson  was  vehement  in  criticism  of  the  action. 
-  ^In  the  Dred  Scott  case  the  Supreme  Court  after  holding  that  the  lower 
--fodg?^  courts  from  whi«^h  the  case  had  come  by  appeal,  had  had  no  jurisdic- 
tipaf;  went  on  to  discuss  the  other  points  raised  in  the  record  before  it.  The 
propriety  of  this  course  was  strenuously  objected  to  by  tlie  minority  justices. 
Taney's  argument  was  that  the  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  that  had  been 
entered  wa«v  not  as  to  tlie  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court,  but  as  to 
that  of  the  circuit  court  in  which  the  suit  had  been  begun,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  case  being  fairly  before  the  Supreme  Court,  that  tribunal 
might  examine  the  whole  record  and  correct  any  errors  that  might  have  been 
made  by  the  courts  below.  "  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  a  circuit  court,  and  to  reverse  it  for 
any  error  apparent  in  the  rec^jrd,  whether  it  be  the  error  of  giving  judgment 
in  a  case  over  which  it  had  no  jurisdiction,  or  any  other  material  error;  and 
this  too,  whether  there  is  any  plea  in  abatement  or  not.  The  objection 
appears  to  have  arisen  from  confounding  writs  of  error  to  a  state  court,  with 
writs  of  error  to  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States.  Undoubtedly,  upon 
a  writ  of  error  to  a  state  court,  unless  the  record  shows  a  case  that  gives 
jurisdiction,  the  case  must  be  dismissed  for  want  of  jursidiction  in  the  court. 
And  if  it  is  dismissed  on  that  ground,  we  have  no  right  to  examine  and 
decide  upon  any  question  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  or  any  other 
part  of  the  record.  But  writs  of  error  to  a  state  court  and  to  a  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  are  regulated  by  different  laws,  and  stand  upon  entirely 
different  principles.  And  in  a  writ  of  error  to  a  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  the  whole  record  is  before  this  court  for  examination  and  decision; 
and  if  the  sum  in  controversy  is  large  enough  to  give  jurisdiction,  it  is  not 
only  the  right,  but  it  is  the  judicial  duty  of  the  court  to  examine  the  whole 
case  as  presented  by  the  record,  and  if  it  appears  upon  its  face  that  any 
material  error  or  errors  have  been  committed  by  the  court  below,  it  is  the 
duty  of  this  court  to  reverse  the  judgment  and  remand  the  case.  And 
certainly  an  error  in  remanding  a  judgment  upon  the  merits  in  favor  of 
either  party,  in  a  case  in  which  it  was  not  authorized  to  try,  and  over  which 
it  had  no  jurisdiction,  is  as  grave  an  error  as  a  court  can  commit." 

Justice  Curtis  in  his  dissenting  opinion  showed  by  a  citation  of  authority 
that  the  foregoing  had  not  in  fact  been  the  practice  and  declared  doctrine 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  properly  said  that,  especially,  the  court  should 
not  have  proceeded  in  the  case  to  declare  unconstitutional  an  act  of  Congress 
in  Tiolation  of  the  principle  that  this  will  not  be  done  when  it  is  possible 
to  render  a  judgment  upon  any  other  ground. 
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stricted  as  to  render  the  measure  constitutional.^  For  it  is  always 
presumed  tliat  Congress  did  not  intend  to  exceed  its  constitutional 
powers.  Where,  however,  the  scope  of  the  law  is  plainly  ex- 
pressed, and  as  such  is  imoonstitutional,  the  court  will  not  resort 
to  a  strained  or  arbitrary  interpretation  in  order  to  render  the 
law  valid.  Thus  in  Howard  v.  Illinois  Central  R.  Co.^  the 
court  declined  to  restrict  the  terms  of  a  law  with  reference  to 
the  liability  of  a  common  carrier  for  injury  to  ^^  any  of  its 
e^nployees  ^  to  such  employees  only  as  should  be  injured  while 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  thereby  to  render  the 
statute  valid  as  applied  within  the  States.^ 

«  "  It  is  elementary  when  the  constitutionality  of  a  state  is  assailed,  if  the 
statute  be  reasonably  susceptible  of  two  interpretations,  by  one  of  which  it 
would  be 'unconstitutionar  and  by  the  other  valid,  it  is  our  plain  duty  to  adopt 
that  construction  which  will  save  the  statute  from  constitutional  infirmity. 

J  Knights  Templars  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Jarman  (187  U.  S.  107;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
108;  47  L.  ed.  139).  And  unless  this  rule  be  considered  as  meaning  that  our 
duty  is  to  first  decide  that  a  statute  is  unconstitutional  and  then  proceed  to 
hold  that  such  ruling  was  unnecessary  because  the  statute  is  susceptible  of  a 
meaning,  which  causes  it  not  to  be  repugnant  to  the  Constitution,  the  rule 
plainly  must  mean  that  where  a  statute  is  susceptible  *of  two  constructions, 
by  one  of  which  grai-e  and  doubtful  constitutional  questions  ariee  and  by  the 
other  of  which  such  questions  are  avoided,  our  duty  is  to  adopt  the  latter." 

J  United  states  v.  D.  &  H.  Ry.  Co.,  213  U.  S.  3(K>;  29  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  627;  53  L. 
ed.  836. 

7  207  U.  S.  4G3;  28  Sup.  ft.  Rep.  141;  52  L.  ed.  297. 

8 "The  principles  of  construction  invoked  are  undoubted,  but  are  inapplicable. 
Of  course,  if  it  can  be  lawfully  done,  our  duty  is  to  construe  the  statute 
80  as  to  render  it  constitutional.  But  this  does  not  imply,  if  the  text  of 
an  act  is  unambiguous,  that  it  may  be  rewritten  to  accomplish  that  purpose. 
Equally  clear  is  it,  generally  speaking,  that  where  a  statute  contains  pro- 
visions w^hich  are  constitutional  and  others  which  are  not,  effect  may  be 
given  to  the  legal  provisions  by  separating  them  from  the  illegal.  But  this 
applies  only  to  a  case  where  the  provisions  are  separable,  and  not  dependent 
one  upon  the  other,  and  does  not  support  the  contention  that  that  which 
is  indivisible  may  be  divided.  Moreover,  even  in  a  case  where  legal  provisions 
may  be  severed  from  those  which  are  illegal,  in  order  to  sai;^,  the  rule 
applies  only  where  it  is  plain  that  Congress  would  have  enacted  the  legisla- 
tion with  the  unconstitutional  provisions  eliminated.  All  these  principles  are 
80  clearly  settled  as  not  to  be  open  to  controversy.  They  were  all,  after  a 
full  review  of  the  authorities,  restated  and  reapplied  in  a  recent  case.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  v.  McKendree  (208  U.  S.  514;  27  Sup.  Ct  Rfip.  153;  51  L.  ed.  298)." 
The  minority  in  this  case  assert  that  the  ooart  mij^t  properly  hare  so 
restricted  the  operation  of  the  act  in  question  as  to  render  it  constitutional. 
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In  James  v.  Bowman^  is  again  illustrated  the  refasal  of  the 
court  to  limit  the  express  terms  of  an  act  of  Congress  in  order  to 
render  it  constitutional.  In  this  case  the  court  declined,  by  judi- 
cial construction,  to  limit  the  application  of  a  statute  to  federal 
elections  which  in  terras  provided  for  the  punishment  of  bribery 
committed  at  all  elections,  federal  and.  state.  To  do  so,  the  court 
declared,  would  be  judicial  l^islation.  *'  It  would  be  wresting 
the  statute  from  the  purpose  with  which  it  was  enacted  and  mak- 
ing it  serve  another  purpose.  Doubtless  even  a  criminal  statute 
may  be  good  in  part  and  bad  in  part,  provided  the  two  can  be 
clearly  separated,  and  it  is  apparent  that  the  legislative  body 
would  have  enacted  the  one  without  the  other,  but  there  are  no 
two  parts  to  this  statute.*' 

6.  The  court  will  not  permit  the  unconstitutionality  of  a  par- 
ticular provision  of  a  law  to  invalidate  the  entire  law  if  it  is 
possible  to  separate  the  invalid  provision  from  the  other  provisions 

In  United  States  v.  Beese  {92  U.  8.  214;  23  L.  ed.  563)  the  court  say: 
"We  are,  therefore,  directly  called  upon  to  decide  whether  a  penal  statute, 
enacted  by  Congress,  with  its  limited  powers,  which  is  in  general  language 
broad  enough  to  cover  wrongful  acts  without  as  well  as  within  the  constitu- 
tional jurisdiction,  can  be  limited  by  judicial  construction  so  as  to  make  it 
operate  only  on  that  which  Congress  may  rightfully  prohibit  and  punish. 
For  this  purpose  we  must  take  these  sections  of  the  statute  as  they  are. 
We  are  not  able  to  reject  a  part  which  is  unconstitutional  and  retain  the 
remainder,  because  it  is  not  possible  to  separate  that  which  is  unconstitu- 
iioiial,  if  there  be  any  such,  from  that  which  is  not.  The  proposed  effect 
is  not  to  be  attained  by  striking  out  or  disregarding  words  that  are  in 
the  section,  but  by  inserting  those  that  are  not  now  there.  Each  of  the 
sections  must  stand  as  a  whole,  or  fall  altogether.  The  language  is  plain. 
There  is  no  room  for  construction,  unless  it  be  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
Constitution.  The  question,  then,  to  be  determined,  is  whether  we  can  intro- 
duce words  of  limitation  into  a  penal  statute  so  as  to  make  it  specific,  when, 
as  expressed,  it  is  general  only." 

And  in  the  Trade-Mark  Cases  (100  U.  8.  82;  25  L.  ed.  550)  the  court  say: 
^'If  we  should,  in  the  case  before  us,  undertake  to  make,  by  judicial  con- 
struction, a  law  which  Congress  did  not  make,  it  is  quite  probable  we  should 
do  what*  if  the  matter  were  now  before  that  body,  it  would  be  unwilling  to 
do;  namely,  nuke  a  trade-mark  law  which  is  only  partial  in  its  operation, 
and  which  would  complicate  the  rights  which  parties  would  hold,  in  some 
instances,  under  the  act  of  Congress,  and  in  others  under  state  law." 

•  190  U,  S.  127;  23  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  678;  47  L.  ed.  979. 
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without  destroying  or  impairing  their  efficiency  to  attain  the  re- 
sults evidently  intended  by  the  l^slation  that  enacted  it.  Even 
when  thus  separable,  however,  the  court  will  not  hold  the 
remainder  of  the  law  valid  if  there  is  doubt  whether,  the  realiza- 
tion of  the  whole  of  its  will  being  rendered  impossible,  the  legis- 
lature would  have  desired  the  execution  of  a  part  only.  Thus  in 
the  case  of  Howard  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.,^^  cited  in  the  foregoing 
section,  the  court  having  held  that  the  act  by  its  terms  related  to 
intrastate  as  well  as  interstate  commerce,  declined  to  hold  the  act 
valid  even  as  to  employees  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 
The  court  say:  "As  the  act  before  us,  by  its  terms,  relates 
to  every  common  carrier  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  to 
any  of  the  employees  of  every  such  carrier,  thereby  regulating 
every  relation  of  a  carrier  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  with 
its  servants  and  of  such  servants  among  themselves,  we  are  unable 
to  say  that  the  statute  would  have  been  enacted  had  its  provisions 
been  restricted  to  the  limited  relations  of  that  chai^acter  which  it 
was  within  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate.'^  " 

§  7.  Legislative  Motives. 

With  the  motives  of  the  legislators  the  courts  cannot  concern 
themselves.  "  The  judiciary  can  only  inquire  whether  the  means 
devised  in  the  execution  of  a  power  granted  are  forbidden  by  the 
Constitution.  It  cannot  go  beyond  that  inquiry  without  intrench-^ 
ing  upon  the  domain  of  another  department  of  government.  That 
it  may  not  do  with  safety  to  our  institutions."  ^^ 

10  207  U.  S.  463;  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  141;  52  L.  ed.  297. 

n  Citing  Trade  Mark  Cases,  100  U.  S.  82;  26  L.  ed.  650;  Cooley,  Const, 
^m.  178. 

12  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Brimson,  154  U.  8.  447;  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1125;  38  L.  ed,  1047. 

"  So  long  as  Congress  keeps  within  the  limits  oi  its  authority  as  defined 
by  the  Constitution,  infringing  no  rights  recognized  or  secured  by  that  in- 
stiument,  its  regulations  of  interstate  and  international  commerce,  whether 
founded  in  wisdom  or  not,  must  be  submitted  to  by  all.  ...  To  depart 
from  [this  rule  of  construction]  because  of  the  circumstances  of  special  cases, 
or  because  the  rule,  in  its  operation,  may  possibly  affect  the  interests  of 
business  is  to  endanger  the  safety  and  integrity  of  our  institutions  and  make 
the  Constitution  mean  not  what  it  says  but  what  interested  parties  wish 
it  to  mean  at  a  particular  time  and  under  particular  circumstances.   .    .    . 


Pkinciples  op  Constitutional  Construction.  19 

In  Ex  parte  McCardle'^  the  court  declined  to  take  appellate 
jurisdiction  because  of  the  enactment  by  Congress  of  a  law 
which  it  was  well  known  had  been  passed  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  preventing  the  court  from  questioning  the  constitution- 
ality of  certain  measures  which  the  Federal  Government  had  taken 
for  the  "  Keconstruction "  of  the  Southern  States  after  the 
termination  of  the  Civil  War.  "  We  are  not  at  liberty,"  said  the 
court,  *•  to  inquire  into  the  motives  of  the  legislature.  *  We  can 
only  examine  into  its  power  under  the  Constitution;  and  the 
power  to  make  exceptions  to  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this 
court  is  given  by  express  words."  " 

§  8.  Expediency  and  Reasonableness  of  Legislation  not  Subject 
to  Judicial  Determination. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  legislate  being  conceded,  the  wisdom 
or  expediency  of  the  manner  in  which  the  power  is  exercised  is 
beyond  judicial  criticism  or  control.^* 

If  the  statute  is  beyond  the  constitutional  power  of  Congress,  the  court  would 
err  in  the  performance  of  a  solemn  duty  if  it  did  not  so  declare.  But  if 
nothing  more  can  be  said  than  that  Congress  erred  .  .  .  the  remedy  for 
the  error  and  the  attendant  mischief  is  the  selection  of  new  Senators  and 
Representatives,  who,  by  legislation,  will  make  such  changes  in  existing 
statutes,  or  adopt  such  new  statutes,  as  may  be  demanded  by  their  constitu- 
ents and  be  consistent  with  law."  Northern  Securities  Co.  v.  United  States 
(193  U.  S.  197;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  436;  48  L.  ed.  679). 

13  7  Wall.  606 ;  19  L.  ed.  264. 

win  McCray  v.  United  States  (195  U.  S.  27;  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  769;  49 
L.  ed.  78)  the  authorities  upon  this  point  are  reviewed,  the  court  saying: 
"The  decisions  of  this  court  from  the  beginning  lend  no  support  whatever 
to  the  assumption  that  the  judiciary  may  restrain  the  exercise  of  lawful 
power  on  the  assumption  that  a  wrongful  purpose  or  motive  has  caused  the 
power  to  be  exerted.  ...  On  the  contrary,  the  doctrine  of  a  number  of 
cases  is  inconsistent  with  its  existence." 

15  In  Treat  v.  White  (181  U.  S.  264;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  611;  45  L.  ed.  853) 
with  reference  to  a  stamp  duty  levied  by  Congress,  the  court  say:  "The 
power  of  Congress  in  this  direction  is  unlimited.  It  does  not  come  within 
the  province  of  this  court  to  consider  why  agreements  to  sell  shall  be  subject 
to  the  stamp  duty,  and  agreements  to  buy  not.  It  is  enough  that  Congress, 
in  this  legislation,  has  imposed  a  stamp  duty  upon  this  one,  and  not  upon 
the  other."  In  Patton  v.  Brady  (184  U.  S.  608;  22  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  493;  46 
L.  ed.  713)  the  court  say:  "It  is  no  part  of  the  function  of  a  court  to 
inquire  into  the  reasonableness  of  the  excise,  either  as  regards  the  amount 
or  the  property  upon  which  it  is  imposed." 
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§  9.  Presumption  in  Eavor  of  the  Constitutionality  of  an  Act  of 
Congress. 

The  fact  that  Congress  has  given  a  particular  construction  to 
a  constitutional  provision,  is  of  very  great  weight  with  the  Su- 
preme Court  when  it  is  called  upon  to  examine  the  correctness 
of  this  interpretation.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  court  is 
dealing  with  the  act  of  a  separate  and  independent  d^artment 
of  government  which  the  Constitution  intends  to  be,  so  far  as 
possible,  co-ordinate  in  power  with  the  executive  and  judicial 
departments,  that  is,  eo-ordinate  in  the  sense  that,  like  them,  when 
acting  within  the  limits  of  the  power  con^itutionally  granted  it, 
it  shall  be  independent  of  control  by  the  others. 

From  necessity  the  Constitution  must  have  intended  that  the 
legislative  and  executive  departments  should  have  the  power,  in 
the  first  instance  at  least,  of  determining  the  extent  of  the  powers 
constitutionally  granted  to  them,  and  that,  therefore,  the  judiciary 
should  not  substitute  its  judgment  for  theirs  except  in  cases  where 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  action  which  has  been  taken  is  not 
constitutionally  warranted. 

"A  decent  respect  for  a  co-ordinate  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment," says  Justice  Strong  in  Knox  v.  Lee,^®  "  demands  that 
the  judiciary  should  presume,  until  the  contrary  is  clearly 
shown,  that  tiiere  has  been  no  transgression  of  power  by  Congress, 
all  the  members  of  which  act  under  the  obligation  of  an  oath  of 
fidelity  to  the  Constitution." 

And  in  the  Sinking  Fund  Cases"  Chief  Justice  Waite  says: 
"  The  declaration  [that  an  act  of  Congress  is  void]  should  never 
be  made  except  in  a  clear  case.  Every  possible  presumption  is 
in  favor  of  the  validity  of  a  statute  and  this  continues  until  the 
contrary  is  shown  beyond  a  rational  doubt." 

In  Ogden  v.  Saunders^®  Justice  Washington  says :  *'  It  is  but 
a  decent  respect  due  to  the  .  .  .  l^slative  body,  by  which 
any  law  is  passed,  to  presume  in  favor  of  its  validity,  until  the 

M12  Wan.  457;  20  L.  ed.  287. 
17  09  U.  8.  700;  25  L.  ed.  496.  - 
M  12  Wh.  213;  6  L.  ed.  606. 
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yiolation  of  the  Constitation  is  proved  beyond   all   reasonable 
doubt." 

Quotations  similar  to  those  given  might  be  multiplied,  all  in 
substance  stating  this  general  rule,  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court 
from  the  first  years  of  its  existence,  that  an  act  of  Congress,  with 
reference  to  its  constitutionality,  is  to  receive  the  benefit  of  every 

reasonable  doubt.*' 

1  . _.  II 

IS  This  principle  of  construction  bas  received  a  most  philosophical  examina- 
tion in  the  BAsay  of  Professor  Thayer^  entitled  The  Origin  and  Scope  of  the 
Amerieam  Doctrine  of  Constitutional  Law^  and  from  this  source  the  substanee 
of  the  Immediatelj  foUowing  paragraphs  are  taken. 

In  giTing  to  a  legislative  interpretation  the  benefit  of  every  rational  doubt 
u  to  its  constitutionality,  the  court  in  effect  says,  that  it  does  not  attempt 
to  say  what  its  own  best  judgment  is  as  to  the  point  at  issue,  but  whether 
it  18  within  the  limits  of  reason  for  the  legislature  to  give  to  the  Consti- 
tution the  construction  it  has  given.  The  case  is  thus  quite  similar  to  the 
function  of  a  judge  when  called  upon  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  or  of 
a  jury  when  passing  upon  the  question  of  self-defense  in  a  criminal  trial, 
or  of  negiigence  in  an  action  of  tort,  or  the  responsibility  of  an  inferior  for 
acts  done  at  the  order  of  a  superior.  "  The  doctrine,"  says  Thayer,  "... 
is  this,  that  in  dealing  with  the  legislative  action  of  a  co-ordinate  depart- 
ment, a  court  cannot  always,  and  for  the  purpose  of  all  sorts  of  quesUona, 
say  that  there  is  but  one  right  and  permissible  way  of  construing  the 
Constitution.  When  a  court  is  interpreting  a  writing  merely  to  ascertain 
or  apply  its  true  meaning,  then,  indeed,  there  is  but  one  meaning  allowable; 
namely,  tiiat  which  the  court  adjudges  to  be  its  true  meaning.  But  when 
the  ultimate  question  is  not  that,  but  whether  certain  acts  of  another  depart- 
ment, officer,  or  individual  are  legal  or  permissible,  then  this  is  not  true. 
In  the  class  of  eases  which  we  have  been  considering,  the  ultimate  question  is 
not  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  but  whether  legislation 
is  sustainable  or  not." 

Again,  Thayer  says :  "  The  courts  have  perceived  with  more  or  less  distinei- 
ness  that  this  exercise  of  the  judicial  function  does  in  truth  go  far  beyond 
the  simple  business  which  its  judges  sometimes  describe.  If  their  duty  were 
in  iutth  merely  and  nakedly  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  text  of  the 
Constitution  and  of  the  impeached  act  of  the  legislature*  and  to  determine 
as  an  academic  question,  whether  in  the  court's  judgment  the  two  were  in 
conflict,  it  would,  to  be  sure,  be  an  elevated  and  important  office,  one  dealing 
with  great  matters,  involving  large  public  considerations,  but  yet  a  function 
far  simpler  than  it  really  is.  Having  ascertained  all  this,  yet  there  remains 
a  question- — the  really  momentous  question  —  whether,  after  aU,  the  court 
can  disregard  the  act.  It  cannot  do  this  as  a  mere  matter  of  course  —  merely 
beeanse  it  is  conduded  that  upon  a  just  and  true  construction,  the  law  is 
unconstitutional.  ...   It  can  only  disregard  the  act  Khen  those  who  have 
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§  10.  Presumption  in  Favor  of  the  Constitutionality  of  a  State 
Statute. 

The  rule  of  construction  that  has  been  under  consideration  has 
especial  application  to  acts  of  Congress.  When  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  state  law  is  involved,  the  principle  is  not  always  appli- 
cabla  If  the  question  at  issue  is  as  to  whether  a  given  power 
resides  in  the  Federal  Government  or  in  the  States,  the  fact  that 
a  state  legislature  in  its  enactment  has  asserted  that  it  is  vested 
in  the    States,  is  no  presumption  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  this 

the  right  to  make  laws  have  not  merely  made  a  mistake,  but  have  made  a 
very  clear  one, —  so  clear  that  it  is  not  open  to  rational  question.  That  19 
the  standard  of  duty  to  which  courts  bring  legislative  acts:  that  is  the 
test  which  they  apply, —  not  merely  their  own  judgment  as  to  constitution- 
ality, but  their  conclusion  as  to  what  judgment  is  permissible  to  another 
department  which  the  Constitution  has  charged  with  the  duty  of  making  it. 
This  rule  recognizes  that,  having  regard  to  the  great,  complex,  ever-unfolding 
exigencies  of  government,  much  which  will  seem  unconstitutional  to  one 
man,  or  body  of  men,  may  reasonably  not  seem  so  to  another;  that  the 
Constitution  admits  of  different  interpretations;  that  there  is  often  a  range 
and  choice  of  judgment;  that  in  such  cases  the  Constitution  does  not  impose 
upon  the  legislature  any  one  specific  opinion,  but  leaves  open  this  range  of 
choice;  and  that  whatever  choice  is  rational  is  constitutional." 

Judge  Baldwin,  in  his  work  on  The  American  Judiciary  (p.  103),  asserts 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  holding  unconstitutional 
an  act  of  Congress  is  often,  and  indeed  usually,  rendered  by  a  divided  court, 
the  principle  that  a  congressional  statute  will  not  be  held  void  so  long  as 
there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  its  invalidity,  is  not  applied.  "  The  majority 
must  concede,"  he  says,  **  that  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  the  stat- 
ute may  not  be  consistent  with  the  Constitution,  since  some  of  their  associates 
must  have  such  a  doubt,  or  go  further  and  hold  that  there  is  no  inconsistency 
between  the  two  documents,  the  statute  and  the  Constitution."  This  argu- 
nient  is  not  convincing.  Admitting  that  either  one  or  the  other  of  the  two 
opinions  must  be  conceded  to  the  dissenting  justices,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  doctrine  of  reasonable  doubt  is  shown  to  be  repudiated.  The  question 
which  the  Supreme  Court,  as  a  court,  has  to  decide  is  as  to  the  existence 
of  this  reasonable  doubt.  There  may  of  course  be  a  difference  of  opinion 
as  to  this,  but  it  is  still  this  fact  which  the  court  seeks  to  determine  and 
which  controls  its  decision.  It  is  no  more  proper  to  say  that  the  principle 
is  repudiated  when  the  court  is  not  unanimous,  than  to  hold  that  in  passing 
by  a  divided  court  upon  a  question  of  contributory  negligence,  the  principle 
of  reasonable  doubt  is  not  applied. 

As  to  whether  in  recent  years  courts  in  fact  are  guided  by  the  rule 
under  consideration,  see  article  by  W.  F.  Dodd,  "  Growth  of  Judicial  Power," 
in  Pol  8ci.  Quar.  XXIV,  193. 
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decision.  The  Supreme  Court  in  passing  finally  upon  this  point 
is  not,  then^  called  upon  to  review  the  act  of  a  co-ordinate  depart- 
menty  but  has  to  decide  between  the  conflicting  claims  of  two 
governments,  and,  quite  properly,  feels  itself  at  liberty  to  decide 
the  point  as  an  original  proposition ;  namely,  upon  the  basis  of  its 
own  judgment  as  to  what  is  the  most  reasonable  construction  of 
the  constitutional  provisions  involved. 

If,  however,  the  state  law,  whose  constitutionality  is  questioned, 
is  with  reference  to  a  matter  admittedly  within  the  province  of 
the  States,  and  the  question  is  simply  whether  that  power  has 
been  properly  exercised,  there  is  held  to  be  a  strong  presumption 
that  the  act  is  constitutionaL  Thus,  for  example,  if  it  is  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  States  have  the  power  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce, or  to  tax  a  national  bank,  or  to  naturalize  aliens,  or  enact 
bankruptcy  laws,  there  is  no  presumption  in  favor  of  the  consti- 
tutionality of  acts  in  which  the  state  power  is  asserted.  If, 
however,  it  is  a  question,  for  example,  whether  the  police  powers, 
admittedly  belonging  to  the  States,  have  been  constitutionally 
exercised,  the  presumption  is  that  they  have  been  so  exercised. 

An  excellent  illustration  of  this  last,  is  seen  in  the  treatment 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  oleomargarine  laws  of  Pennsylvania 
in  the  case  of  Powell  v.  Pennsylvania,*'  decided  in  1887.  The 
plaintiff  in  error  had  been  indicted  for  selling  oleomargarine, 
plainly  marked  as  such,  in  violation  of  a  Pennsylvania  law 
absolutely  forbidding  the  sale  and  production  of  that  commodity 
within  the  State.  Powell  offered  to  prove  that  the  oleomargarine 
was  pure  and  as  wholesome  as  butter,  and  that,  in  fact,  it 
differed  from  butter  only  in  that  it  had  a  slightly  smaller 
per  cent  of  a  substance  termed  butterine,  which  gave  a  flavor 
to  but  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  wholesomeness  of  the 
product-  He  claimed,  therefore,  that  a  law  forbidding  the 
production  and  sale  of  this  article  was  not  a  proper  exercise 
of  the  police  powers  of  the  State,  and  operated  to  deprive 
him  of  that  liberty  and  property  which  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment to  the  federal  Constitution  guaranteed  him.    The  Supreme 

»127  U.  S.  678;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  992;  32  L.  ed.  253. 
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Court  of  tlie  United  States,  without  questioning  the  facts  asserted 
regarding  the  wholesonieness  of  oleomargarine,  uphold  the  state 
law,  declaring  that  it  could  not  ^^  adjudge  that  the  defendant's 
rights  of  liberty  and  property  have  been  infringed  by  the  statute 
of  Pennsylvania,  without  holding  that,  although  it  may  have  been 
enacted  in  good  faith  for  the  objects  expressed  in  its  title,  namely, 
to  protect  the  public  health  and  prevent  the  adulteration  of  dairy 
products  and  fraud  in  the  sale  thereof,  it  has,  in  fact,  no  real  or 
substantial  relation  to  those  objects.''  This,  the  Supreme  Court 
said,  it  could  not  affirm.  Whether  or  not  the  law  is  needed  as  a 
protection  to  the  public,  the  court  declared  to  be  a  question  of  fact 
belonging  primarily  to  the  state  legislature  to  determine.  "And,^* 
the  court  continued,  "as  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
statute,  or  from  any  facts  of  which  the  court  must  take  judicial 
cognizance,  that  it  infringes  rights  secured  by  the  fundamental 
law,  the  legislative  determination  of  those  questions  is  conclusive 
upon  the  courts." 

When  the  federal  Supreme  Court  is  called  upon  to  consider  the 
constitutionality  of  a  state  law  as  determined  by  its  conformity 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  State,  the  state  Constitution  is  con- 
strued as  having  for  its  general  purpose  the  placing  of  limitations 
upon  the  powers  of  the  fegislature ;  whereas,  of  course,  the  federal 
Constitution  is  viewed  as  a  grant  of  legislative  power.  In  other 
words,  whereas  the  federal  legislature  is  construed  to  have  only^ 
those  powers  granted  to  it  expressly  or  impliedly  by  the  federal 
Constitution,  the  state  legislatures  are  considered  to  possess  all 
powers  not  expressly  or  impliedly  withdrawn  from  them  by  the 
federal  or  respective  state  Constitutions. 

In  those  caseSu  in  which  the  courts  of  the  States  are  called  upon 
to  consider  the  constitutionality  of  the  acts  of  their  own  law- 
making bodies  as  tested  by  the  federal  or  their  own  state  Con- 
stitutions, they  of  course  have  to  deal  with  the  acts  of  a  depart- 
ment of  government  co-ordinate  in  power  with  themselves;  and, 
therefore,  they  hold  themselves,  or  at  least  should  hold  themselves, 
bound  in  all  cases  to  give  to  the  laws  that  same  benefit  of  rational 
doubt  which  the  federal  Supreme  Court  gives  to  acts  of  Congress. 
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In  concliidiiig  this  snbject,  it  is  proper  to  observe  that  this  pre- 
liminary legislative  or  executive  interpretation  of  constitutional 
powers  having  such  an  importance  as  we  have  seen  attached  to  it^ 
the  responsibility  for  its  proper  exercise  is  proportionately  great. 
Those  l^islators,  therefore,  who  vote  for  a  measure  without  being 
houestlv  convinced  of  its  constitutionality,  and  excuse  them- 
selves  upon  the  ground  that,  if  their  action  is  not  valid,  the  courts 
have  the  opportunity  to  so  declare,  are  recreant  to  their  duty.  Xot 
only,  as  we  have  seen,  may  serious  consequences  follow  from  these 
acts  before  their  invalidity  is  judicially  determined,  but,  what  is 
of  still  more  importance,  an  unfortunate  burden  is  thrown  upon 
the  courts.  No  popular  government  can  successfully  endure  in 
which  the  decisions  of  its  courts  do  not  receive  the  general  ap- 
proval of  the  citizen  body.  But  if  legislatures  recklessly  pass 
measures  ostensibly  for  the  benefit  of  the  masses,  but  invalid  when 
tested  by  the  fundamental  law,  the  odium  of  defeating  these  meas- 
ures is  thrown  upon  the  courts,  and  a  popular  objection  to  and 
distrust  of  these  courts  created.  For,  of  course,  the  people  gen- 
erally cannot  be  expected  to  appreciate  the  constitutional  questions 
involved.  All  that  they  can  see  and  appreciate  is  that  their  legis- 
lative representatives  have  enacted  a  measure  in  their  interests, 
which  the  courts  have  declined  to  recognize  as  valid. 

§  11.  The  Force  of  Contemporaneous  or  Long  Continued  Legis- 
lative Interpretation. 

The  presumption  of  constitutionality  which  attaches  to  an  act 
of  Congress  is  increased  when  the  legislative  interpretation  has 
been  frequently  applied  during  a  considerable  number  of  years, 
or  when  it  dates  from  a  period  practically  contemporaneous  with  y'  y 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  or  when,  based  upon  a  confidence 
in  its  correctness,  many  and  important  public  and  private  rights 
have  been  fixed. 

In  United  States  v.  State  Bank^^  the  court,  speaking  through 
Justice  Story,  say:  "It  is  not  unimportant  to  state  that  the 
construction  which  we  have  given  to  the  terms  of  the  act  is  that 
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which  is  understood  to  have  been  practically  acted  upon  by  the 
government,  as  well  as  by  individuals,  ever  since  its  enactment. 
Many  estates,  as  well  of  deceased  persons,  as  of  persons  insolvent 
who  have  made  general  assignments,  have  been  settled  upon  the 
footing  of  its  correctness.  A  practice  so  long  and  so  general 
would,  of  itself,  furnish  strong  grounds  for  a  liberal  con- 
sideration, and  could  not  now  be  disturbed  without    introducing 

N  a  train  of  serious  mischiefs.  We  think  the  practice  was  founded 
in  the  true  exposition  of  the  terms  and  intent  of  the  act,  but  if  it 
were  susceptible  of  some  doubt,  so  long  an  acquiescence  in  it  would 
justify  us  in  yielding  to  it  as  a  safe  and  reasonable  ex;planation." 
The  foregoing  had  reference  to  the  construction  of  a  statute,  but 
the  same  reasoning  is  applicable  to  the  Constitution. 

In  Lithographic  Company  v.  Sarony^  the  court  declareg  "  The 
construction  placed  upon  the  Constitution  by  the  first  act  of  1790 
and  the  act  of  1802  by  the  men  who  were  contemporary  with  its 
formation,  many  of  whom  were  members  of  the  Convention  who 
framed  it,  is  of  itself  entitled  to  very  great  weight,  and  when  it  is 

I   remembered  that  the  rights  thus  established  have  not  been  diluted 
^   during  a  period  of  nearly  a  century,  it  is  almost  conclusive.^^      • 

§  12.  Legislative  and  Executive  Practice  Not  Absolutely  Bind* 
ing. 

The  Supreme  Court  has,  however,  never  held  itself  absolutely 
bound  by  a  legislative  or  executive  construction  (political  ques- 
tions excepted)  however  long  acquiesced  in,  or  however  nearly 
contemporaneous  its  first  statement  with  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution.^* 


22  111  U.  S.  53;  4#up.  Ct.  Rep.  279;  28  L.  ed.  349. 

23  S^  also  Stuart  v.  Laird,  1  Cr.  290;  2  L.  ed.  115. 

24  In  Swift  V.  United  States  (105  U.  S.  691;  26  L.  ed.  1108)  the  court  say: 
"  The  rule  which  gives  determining  weight  to  contemporaneous  construction 
put  upon  a  statute  by  those  charged  with  its  execution  applies  only  in 
cases  of  ambiguity  and  doubt." 

"Contemporary  construction,"  says  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  (S  407), 
"  is  properly  resorted  to,  to  illustrate,  and  confirm  the  text,  to  explain  a 
doubtful  phrase,  or  to  expound  an  obscure  clause;  and  in  proportion  to  the 
uniformity  and  universality  of  that  construction,  and  the  known  ability  and 
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§  13.  Extrinsic  Evidence. 

Generally  speaking,  in  the  construction  of  the  Constitution  the 
well  known  distinctions  between  latent  and  patent  ambiguities, 
and  between  the  use  of  extrinsic  and  intrinsic  evidence  apply. 
Where  the  language  of  the  instrument  is  itself  indefinite  or  is  such 
that  more  than  one  meaning  may,  by  grammatical  construction,  be 
drawn  from  its  terms,  the  courts  base  their  determinations  upon 
the  language  and  provisions  found  within  the  four  comers  of  the 
instrument,  and  without  resort  to  extrinsic  evidence.  The  govern- 
ing point  is  as  to  what  is  actually  written.  If  a  given  power  may  |\ 
rationally,  logically,  and  grammatically  be  construed  as  granted 
by  a  given  provision,  then  it  is  of  no  countervailing  force  to  adduce 
the  fact  that  such  was  not  the  intention  of  those  by  whom  the 
instrument  of  government  was  established.  Thus,  six  years  after 
the  adoption  of  our  Constitution,  the  judicial  power  of  the  federal 
courts  was  construed  to  extend  to  a  case  in  which  a  State  was 
defendant  in  a  suit  brought  by  a  private  individual,  and  support 
for  such  construction  was  undoubtedly  supplied  by  the  written 
word.  That  such,  however,  was  not  the  intention  of  those  by 
whom  the  Constitution  was  framed  and  ratified  is  quite  certain, 
as  was  demonstrated  by  the  promptness  and  unanimity  with  which 
the  Eleventh  Amendment  was  adopted,  preventing  a  future 
similar  construction. 

talents  of  those,  by  whom  it  was  given,  is  the  credit  to  which  it  is  entitled. 
It  can  never  abrogate  the  text;  it  can  never  fritter  away  the  obvious  sense; 
it  can  never  narrow  down  its  true  limitations,  it  can  never  enlarge  its  natural 
boundaries/' 

In  United  States  v.  Alger  (152  U.  S.  384;  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  635;  38  L,  ed. 
488)  the  court  say:  "As  the  meaning  of  the  statute  as  applied  to  theso 
cases,  appears  to  this  court  to  be  perfectly  clear,  no  practice  inconsistent 
with  that  meaning  can  have  any  effect." 

In  Fairbanks  v.  United  States  (181  U.  S.  283;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  648; 
45  L.  ed.  862)  the  constructive  force  to  be  given  to  legislative  and  executive 
practice  is  reviewed  at  length.  With  reference  to  the  principle  that  the 
judiciary  cannot  be  conclusively  bound  thereby  the  court  say:  "From  this 
resume  of  our  decisions  it  clearly  appears  that  practical  construction  is 
relied  upon  only  in  cases  of  doubt." 
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§  14.  Technical  Terms. 

AVhen,  however,  there  is  no  ambiguity  of  grammatical  construc- 
tion, but  the  words  themselves  require  definition,  recourse  is  prop- 
erly had  to  extrinsic  evidence.  Here  it  is  necessary  to  learn  from 
extrinsic  sources  the  meaning  usually  attached  to  these  words  at 
the  time  the  Constitution  was  framed  and,  presumably,  by  those 
who  framed  and  adopted  the  Constitution.  Examples  of  such 
technical  terms  are  *^  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,"  "  ex  post 
facto,"  "  bill  of  attainder,"  ''  bankruptcy,"  ^'admiralty,"  "  equity/^ 
"  direct  tax,"  '^  duties,"  "  imposts,"  "  excises,"  "  piracy,"  "  habeas 
corpus,"  *'  citizen,"  "  alliance,"  ''  confederation,"  *'  republican 
form  of  government,"  **  infamous  crime,"  *'  commerce,"  etc.  The 
technical  term  "  treason  "  is  defined  in  the  Constitution  itself. 

One  of  the  principal  questions  involved  in  the  Dred  Scott  case 
was  as  to  the  definition  of  the  term  "  citizens  of  different  States  " 
as  employed  in  Article  III  of  the  Constitution.  The  Insular  Cases 
in  considerable  measure  turned  upon  the  meaning  to  be  ascribed 
to  the  expression  "  United  States."  In  Texas  v.  White  it  was 
necessary  to  enter  into  a  careful  definition  of  the  terms  "  state  " 
and  *'  government "  in  order  clearly  to  distinguish  them. 

As  has  been  repeatedly  declared  by  the  courts  the  best  rule  for 
interpreting  the  technical  terms  employed  in  the  Constitution  is 
to  give  to  them  the  meaning  which  they  had  at  the  time  that  in- 
strimient  was  framed  and  adopted.  When  the  terms  are  technical 
law  terms  they  are  to  be  given  the  meaning  attached  to  them  in 
the  English  common  law.^ 

25Tlie  Supreme  Court  in  South  Carolina  v.  United  States  (199  U.  S.  437; 
26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  50  L.  ed.  261)  states  this  doctrine  as  follows:  "It 
must  also  be  remembered  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  were  not  mere 
visionaries,  toying  with  speculations  or  theories,  but  practical  men  dealing 
witli  the  facts  of  pnlitinal  life  as  they  understood  them;  putting  into  form 
the  government  they  were  creating  and  prescribing,  in  language  clear  and 
iiitellii^ible,  the  powers  that  government  was  to  take.  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  in  Gibbons  v.  Ogden  (9  Wheat.  1,  188;  6  L.  ed.  23)  well  declared: 
*  As  men  whose  intentions  require  no  concealment  generally  employ  the  words 
which  most  directly  and  aptly  express  the  ideas  they  intend  to  convey,  the 
enlitrlitened  patriots  who  framed  our  Constitution,  and  the  people  who  adopted 
it,  must  be  understood  to  have  employed  words  in  their  natural  sense,  and  to 
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In  a  few  instances  it  is,  however,  to  be  observed,  that  the 
Supreme  Court  has  refused  to  give  to  technical  terms  the  mean- 
ings attached  to  them  in  1789  by  the  common  law.  This  has  beeh 
so  especially  with  reference  to  the*  words  "  admiralty "  and 
'*  bankruptcy ''  both  of  which  terms  have  been  given  a  broader 
meaning  than  that  furnished  by  the  English  ccnnmon  law.  Com- 
menting upon  this  Pomeroy  properly  says :  "  The  true  rule  would 
seem  to  be  this:  Where  words  having  a  well  known,  technical 
sense  by  the  English  law  are  used  in  the  Constitution,  and  these 
words  are  keys  to  the  clauses  which  protect  the  private  rights  and 
liberties  of  the  people,  and  especially  of  clauses  which  impose  di- 
rect restraints  upon  the  government  in  respect  of  such  rights  and 
liberties,  and  the  technical  sense  itself  is  necessary  for  the  com- 
plete protection  of  the  individual  citizen,  this  signification  must 
still  be  retained  in  any  interpretation  of  these  provisions.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  where  words  which  had  a  technical  meaning  by 
the  English  law,  are  used  in  clauses  which  relate  to  the  general 
functions  of  legislation  and  administration,  and  to  the  .political 
organization  and  powers  of  the  government,  such  sense  must  be 


have  intended  what  they  have  said.'  One  other  fact  must  be  borne  in  mind, 
and  that  is,  in  interpreting  the  Constitution  we  must  have  recourse  to  the 
common  law.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  in  Smith  v.  Alabama  (124 
U.  S.  4a6;  8  Sup.  CL  Rep.  564;  31  L.  ed.  508):  'The  interpretation  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  is  necessarily  influenred  by  the  fact  that 
its  provisions  are  framed  in  the  language  of  the  English  common  law, 
and  are  to  be  read  in  the  light  of  its  history.*  And  by  Mr.  Justice  Gray  in 
Unit«i  States  v.  Wong  Kim  Ark  (169  v/s.  649;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456; 
42  L.  ed.  890):  'In  this,  as  in  other  respects,  it  must  be  interpreted  in 
the  light  of  the  common  law,  the  principles  and  history  of  which  were 
familiarly  kaown  to  the  framers  of  the  Constitution.  Elinor  v.  Happersett 
(21  WaU.  162;  22  L.  ed.  627);  Ex  parte  Wilson  (114  U.  S.  417;  5  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  935;  29  L,  ed.  89)  ;  Boyd  v.  United  States  (116  U.  S.  616;  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  524;  29  L.  ed.  746)  ;  Smith  v.  Alabama  (124  U.  S.  465;  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  564;  31  L.  ed.  608).  The  language  of  the  Constitution,  as  has  been 
well  said,  eould  not  be  understood  without  reference  to  the  common  law. 
1  Kent,  Com.  336;  Bradley,  J.,  in  Moore  v.  United  States  (91  U.  S.  270;  23 
L.  ed.  346).'  To  determine  the  extent  of  the  grants  of  power,  we  must, 
therefore,  place  ourselves  in  the  position  of  the  men  who  framed  and  adopted 
the  Constitution,  and  inquire  what  they  must  have  understood  to  be  the 
meaning  and  scope  of  those  grants." 
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attributed  to  them  as  will  best  carry  out  the  design  of  the  whole 
>y  organic  law,  whether  that  signification  be  broader  or  narrower 
than  the  one  which  had  received  the  sanction  of  the  English  Par- 
liainent  and  courts."  ^         • 

§  15.  The  Interpretative  Value  of  Debates  in  Constitutional 
[y  Conventions. 

When  it  is  necessary  and  proper  to  resort  to  extrinsic  evidence 
in  interpreting  the  Constitution,  an  important  source  of  such  evi- 
dence is  to  be  found  in  the  history  of  the  events  which  led  up  to 
its  adoption.  Of  special  importance  are  the  recorded  proceedings 
^  of  the  convention  which  drafted,  of  the  state  conventions  which 
ratified,  and  the  public  utterances  of  the  men  who  played  an 
influential  part  in  the  establishment  of,  the  Constitution.  Resort 
is  to  be  had,  however,  to  these  sources  only  with  caution,  and  only 
where  latent  ambiguities  are  to  be  resolved.  Cooley  has  stated  in 
a  manner  not  to  be  improved  upon  the  weight  properly  to  bo 
ascribed  to  debates  in  conventions.  He  says :  "  When  the  inquiry 
is  directed  to  ascertaining  the  mischief  designed  to  be  remedied,  or 
the  purpose  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  a  particular  provision,  it 
may  be  proper  to  examine  the  proceedings  of  the  convention  which 
framed  the  instrument  Where  the  proceedings  clearly  pointL^ 
out  the  purpose  of  the  provision,  the  aid  will  be  valuable  and  satisl^ 
factory ;  but  where  the  question  is  one  of  abstract  meaning,  it  will 
be  difficult  to  derive  from  this  source  much  reliable  assistance  in 
interpretation.  Every  member  of  such  a  convention  acts  upon  such 
motives  and  reasons  as  influence  him  personally,  and  the  motions 
and  debates  do  not  necessarily  indicate  the  purpose  of  a  majority 
of  a  convention  in  adopting  a  particular  clause.  It  is  quite  possi- 
ble for  a  clause  to  appear  so  clear  and  unambiguous  to  the  mem- 
bers of  a  convention  as  to  require  neither  discussion  nor  illustra- 
tion; and  the  few  remarks  made  concerning  it  in  the  convention 
might  have  a  plain  tendency  to  lead  directly  away  from  the  mean- 
ing in  the  minds  of  the  majority.    It  is  equally  possible  for  a  part 

a«  (jonsiiiuixonal  Law,  10th  ed.,  p.  607.    See  also  idem,  p.  345. 
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of  the  members  to  accept  a  clause  in  one  sense  and  a  part  in 
another.  And  even  if  we  were  certain  we  had  attained  to  the  mean- 
ing of  the  conventiop,  it  is  by  no  means  to  be  allowed  a  controlling 
force,  especially  if  that  meaning  appears  not  to  be  the  one  which 
the  words  would  most  naturally  and  obviously  convey.  For  as  the 
Constitution  does  not  derive  its  force  from  the  convention  which 
framed,  but  from  the  people  who  ratified  it,  the  intent  to  be  ar- 
rived at  is  that  of  the  people,  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  they 
have  looked  for  any  dark  or  abstruse  meaning  in  the  words  em- 
ployed, but  rather  that  they  have  accepted  them  in  the  sense  most 
obvious  to  the  common  understanding,  and  ratified  the  instru- 
ment in  the  belief  that  that  was  the  sense  designed  to  be  conveyed. 
These  proceedings,  therefore,  are  less  conclusive  of  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  instrument  than  are  legislative  proceedings 
the  proper  construction  of  a  statute ;  since  in  the  latter  case  it  is 
the  intent  of  the  l^slature  we  seek,  while  in  the  former  we  are 
endeavoring  to  arrive  at  the  intent  of  the  people  through  the  dis- 
cussions and  deliberations  of  their  representatives.  The  history  of 
the  calling  of  the  convention,  of  the  causes  which  led  to  it,  and  the 
discussions  and  issues  before  the  people  at  the  time  of  the  election 
of  the  delegates,  will  sometimes  be  quite  as  instructive  and  satis- 
factory as  anything  to  be  gathered  from  the  proceedings  of  the 
convention.''  ^  ^ 

§  16.  The  Federalist 

What  has  been  said  regarding  the  interpretative  value  of  the 
debates  in  the  conventions  that  framed  and  ratified  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  the  value  of  contemporary  interpretation  thereof  by 
Congress  and  the  Executive,  applies  to  the  collection  of  essays 
published  under  the  title  of  The  Federalist.  This  is  true  pecu- 
liarly of  these  essays  not  only  because  of  their  respective  authors 
—  Hamilton,  Madison  and  Jay  —  but  because  of  the  purpose  for 
which  they  were  prepared  and  published,  namely,  to  persuade  the 
several  state  conventions  to  ratify  the  Constitution.  Having  this 
construction  of  the  Constitution  before  them,  there  are  consider- 

^  Cofutitutional  lAmiialions,  7th  ed.,  p.  101. 
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able,  thougli  not  conclusive,  grounds  for  holding  that,  where  the 
meaning  thus  published  was  not  repudiated,  this  was  the  construc- 
tion intended  by  those  who  put  the  Constitution  into  force.^ 

The  case  of  Chisholm  v.  Georgia^  is,  however,  a  conspicuous 
instance  in  which  a  view  advanced  in  The  Federalist  (that  a  State 
would  not  be  suable  in  the  federal  courts  at  the  instance  of  a  citi- 
zen of  another  State)  was  repudiated  by  the  Supreme  Court. 


^ 


17.  History  of  the  Times. 

The  case  of  Prigg  v.  Pennsylvania**  illustrates  the  value  of  a 
resort  to  the  "  history  of  the  times  "  and  to  the  general  object 
sought  to  be  obtained,  in  interpreting  an  ambiguous  constitutional 
provision.  In  this  case,  which  involved  the  question  as  to  the  ex- 
clusiveness  of  the  power  granted  to  the  Federal  Government  under 
the  fugitive  slave  clause  of  the  Constitution,*^  Justice  Story  said : 
"  Historically  it  is  well  known  that  the  object  of  this  clause  was 
to  secure  to  the  citi-zens  of  the  slaveholding  States  the  complete 
right  and  title  of  ownership  in  their  slaves,  as  property, 
in  every  State  in  the  Union  into  which  they  might  escape  from 
the  State  where  they  were  held  in  servitude.  .  .  .  How  then 
are  we  to  interpret  the  language  of  the  clause?  The  true 
answer  is,  in  snch  a  manner,  as,  consistently  with  the  words, 
shall  fully  and  completely  effectuate  the  whole  object  of  it.  If 
by  one  mode  of  interpretation  the  right  must  become  shadowy 

MIn  Cohens  v.  Virginia  (6  Wli.  264;  5  L.  ed.  527)  Marshall  says:  "The 
opinion  of  The  Federalist  has  always  heen  considered  as  of  great  authority. 
It  is  a  complete  commentary  on  our  Constitution;  and  is  appealed  to  by  all 
parties  in  the  questions  to  which  that  instrument  has  given  birth.  Its  in- 
trin^ic  merit  entitles  it  to  this  high  rank;  and  the  part  two  of  its  authors 
performed  in  framing  the  Constitution,  puts  it  very  much  in  their  power 
to  explain  the  views  with  which  it  was  framed.  These  essays  having  been 
published  while  the  Constitution  was  before  the  nation  for  adoption  or 
rejection,  and  having  been  written  in  answer  to  objections  founded  entirely 
on  the  extent  of  its  powers,  and  on  its  diminution  of  state  sovereignty,  are 
entitled  to  the  more  consideration  where  they  frankly  avow  that  the  power 
objected  to  is  given,  and  defend  it.'* 

W2  Ball.  419;  1  L.  ed.  440. 

»16  Pet.  539;  10  L.  ed.  1060. 

»i  Art.  IV,  Sec.  H,  C\.  3. 
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and  unsubstantial,  and  without  any  remedial  powers  adequate  to 
the  end,  and  by  another  mode  it  will  attain  its  just  end  and  secure 
its  manifest  purpose,  it  would  seem  upon  principles  of  reasoning 
absolutely  irresistible  that  the  latter  ought  to  obtain.  Is  o  court  of 
justice  can  be  authorized  so  to  construe  any  clause  of  the  Consti- 
tution as  to  defeat  its  obvious  ends,  when  another  construction 
equally  accordant  with  the  words  and  sense  thereof  will  enforce 
and  protect  them." 

Here  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Story  properly  introduces  the 
Kualifyiug  condition  that  the  construction  8U])ported  by  the  history 
lof  the  times  in  which,  and  the  purpose  for  which;  it  was  formed, 
imust,  as  compared  with  another  possible  construction,  be  "  equally 
accordant  with  the  words  and  sense  thereof.''  It  is  thus  to  hel 
emphasized  that  extrinsic  evidence  may  never  be  used  to  supportj 
an  interpretation  which  the  written  word  does  not  upon  its  facej 
reasonably  permit.  In  other  words,  extrinsic  evidence  may  prop- 
erly be  used  to  decide  between  two  possible  constructions  of  the 
written  word,  but  not  to  add  to  or  subtract  from  its  express  pro-  [ 
visions.® 

§  18.  The  Interpretative  Value  of  Legislative  Debates. 

As  in  the  case  of  the  examination  of  the  Constitution  itself,  the 
courts  in  considering  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  hold  them- 
selves bound  bv  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  is,  the  v  determine 
the  intent  of  the  legislature  by  the  words  it  has  employed.  And, 
therefore,  they  will  not  resort  to  legislative  debates  except  where 
necessary  to  resolve  a  latent  ambiguity. 

In  Maxwell  v.  Dow^  the  court  say:  "  Counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  has  cite<l  from  the  speech  of  one  of  the  Senators  of  the  United 
States,  made  in  the  Senate  when  the  proposed  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment was  imder  consideration  by  that  body.  .  .  .  What  s]XK>ehes 
were  made  by  other  Sefnators  and  by  Representatives  in  the  House 

32 Query,  as  to  whether  tlie  resort  to  "history  of  the  times  *'  was  legitiniat<? 
in  tlic  Slaughter  House  Cases  for  the  interpretation  of  the  clause  of  the 
Pourteenth  Amendment  that  "  no  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which 
shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States." 

»176  U.  S.  581;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  448;  44  L.  ed.  597. 
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upon  this  subject  is  not  statied  by  counsel,  nor  does  he  state  what 
construction  was  given  to  it,  if  any,  by  other  members  of  Con- 
gress. It  is  clear  that  what  is  said  in  Congress  upon  such  an 
occasion  mtay  or  not  express  the  views  of  the  majority  of  those 
who  favor  the  adoption  of  the  measure  which  may  be  before  that 
body  and  the  question  whether  the  proposed  amendment  itself 
expresses  the  meaning  which  those  who  spoke  in  its  favor  may 
have  assumed  that  it  did,  is  one  to  be  determined  by  the  language 
actually  therein  used,  and  not  by  the  speeches  made  r^arding  it. 
What  individual  Senators  or  Eeprese^^tatives  may  have  urged  in 
debate,  in  rega'^d  to  the  meaning  to  be  given  to  a  proposed  con- 
stitutional amendment,  or  bill,  or  resolution,  does  not  furnish  a 
firm  ground  for  its  proper  construction,  nor  is  it  important  as 
explanatory  of  the  grounds  upon  which  the  members  voted  in 
adopting  it.^  In  the  cases  of  a  constitutional  amendment  it  is 
of  less  materiality  than  in  that  of  an  ordinary  bill  or  resolution. 
A  constitutional  amendment  must  be  agreed  to,  not  only  by  Sena- 
tors and  Eepresentatives,  but  it  must  be  ratified  by  the  legis- 
latures, or  by  conventions,  in  three-fourths  of  the  States  before 
such  an  amendment  can  take  effect.  The  safe  wav  is  to  read  its 
language  in  connection  with  the  known  condition  of  affairs  out  of 
wliich  the  occasion  for  its  adoption  may  have  arisen,  and  then  to 
construe  it,  if  there  be  therein  any  doubtful  expressions,  in  a  way 
60  far  as  is  reasonably  possible,  to  forward  the  known  purpose 
or  object  for  which  the  Amendment  was  adopted.  This  rule  could 
not,  of  course,  be  so  used  as  to  limit  the  force  and  effect  of  an 
amendment  in  a  manner  which  the  plain  and  unambiguous  lan- 
guage used  therein  would  not  justify  or  permit." ^^ 

34  Citing  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  lAssociatian  (166  U.  S. 
290;  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  540;  41  L.  ed.  1007);  Dunlap  v.  United  States 
(173  U.  S.  65;   19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  319;  43  L.  ed.  616). 

35  In  Unitcii  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association  (166  U.  S.  290; 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  540;  41  L.  ed.  1007)  both  the  majority  and  minority  opinions 
detail  at  some  length  the  congressional  history  of  the  so-called  Anti-Trust 
Act  of  1890,  but  both  admit  that  this  is  not  a  legitimate  source  of  information. 
The  majority  justices  after  their  review  of  the  course  of  the  bill  through  Con- 
gress and  tlie  debates  attendant  thereupon,  argue  that  it  is  impossible  in  fact 
to  say  what  were  the  views  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  each  House  of 
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In  1&33,  Mr.  Calhoun  when  voting  in  the  Senate  upon  the 
tariflf  act  of  that  year  said  that  he  wished  it  distinctly  under- 
stood that  he  did  so  upon  the  condition  that  a  certain  construction 
and  application  should  be  given  to  the  measure.  Other  Senators, 
however,  promptly  and  properly  pointed  out  that  such  a  qualifi- 
cation would  be  void  of  any  force,  as  the  act  would,  after  enact- 
ment, necessarily  be  given  such  a  meaning  as  its  words  and  the 
Constitution  would  permit.^ 

§  19.  Resort  to  the  Preamble  for  Purpose  of  Construction. 

The  value  of  the  Preamble  to  the  Constitution  for  purposes  of 
construction  is  similar  to  that  given  to  the  preamble  of  an  ordi- 
nary statute.  It  may  not  be  relied  upon  for  giving  to  the  body 
of  the  instrument  a  meaning  other  than  that  which  its  language 
plainly  imports,  but  may  be  resorted  to  in  cases  of  ambiguity, 
where  the  intention  of  the  framers  does  not  clearly  and  definitely 

Congress  in  relation  to  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  add :  "  Tliere  is,  too,  a 
general  acquiescence  in  tiie  doctrine  that  debates  in  Congress  are  not  appro- 
priate sources  of  information  from  which  to  discover  the  meaning  of  the 
language  of  a  statute  pas^sed  by  that  body  (United  States  v.  U.  P.  Railroad 
Co.,  91  U.  S.  72;  23  L.  ed.  324;  Aldridge  v.  Williams,  3  How.  9;  11  L.  ed. 
469;  Taney,  Chief  Justice;  Mitchell  v.  Great  Works  Milling  and  Manufactur- 
ing Co.;  2  Story,  64S;  Queen  v.  Hertford  College,  3  Q.  B.  D.  OO:?).  llie  reas-ni 
is  that  it  is  impossible  to  determine  with  certainty  what  construction  was  put 
upon  an  act  by  the  members  of  a  legislative  body  that  passed  it  by  resorting 
to  the  speeches  of  individual  members  tliereof.  Those  who  did  not  speak  may 
not  have  agreed  with  those  wlio  did;  and  those  who  spoke  might  differ  from 
each  other;  the  result  being  that  the  only  proper  way  to  construe  a  legislative 
act  is  from  the  language  used  in  the  act,  and,  upon  occasion,  by  a  resort  to 
the  history  of  the  times  when  it  was  passed."  The  opinion  then  goes  on  to 
show  that  from  "  the  histoiy  of  the  times  "  it  would  appear  that  tlie  act  in 
question  was  intended  to  have  the  meaning  which  tlie  court  attaches  to  it. 

Jui-tice  Brown  in  Downes  v.  Bidwell  (182  U.  S.  244;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770; 
45  L.  ed.  1088)  says:  "The  arguments  of  individual  legislators  are  no  proper 
subject  for  judicial  comment.  They  are  so  often  influenced  by  personal  or 
political  considerations,  or  by  the  assumed  necessities  of  the  situation,  that 
they  can  hardly  be  considered  even  as  tiie  deliberate  views  of  the  persons  wlio 
make  them,  much  less  as  declaring  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  Con- 
stitution by  the  Courts."  (Citing  United  States  v.  Union  P.  B.  Co.,  91  U.  S. 
72;  23  L.  ed.  324.) 

86  Benton,  Thirty  Years*  Mew,  I,  329. 


36  UxiTED  States  Co::^STrTrTioNAL  Law. 

'  appear.  As  Storj-  says :  "  Tli«  preamble  of  a  statute  is  a  key  to 
open  the  mind  of  the  makers  as  to  the  mischiefs  which  are  to  be 
remedied,  and  the  objects  which  are  to  be  aooomplished  by  the 
provisions  of  the  statute."  ^^ 

Special  significance  has  at  Tarions  times  been  attached  to 
sev^eral  of  the  expressions  employed  in  lie  Preamble  to  the  Con- 
stitutioB.     Tliese  expressions  are: 

1.  The  use  of  the  phrase  ^*We,  the  People  of  the  United 
States,"  as  indicating  the  legislative  source  of  the  Constitution. 

2.  The  denomination  of  the  instrument  as  a  ^^  Constitution." 

3.  The  description  of  the  federation  entered  into  as  ^^  a  more 
perfect  Union." 

4.  Tlie  enumeration  of  '*  tlie  common  defense "  and  ^  general 
welfare^  among  the  objects  which  the  new  government  is  estab- 
lished to  promote. 

§  20.  "  We,  the  People." 

As  regards  the  phrase  ^^  We,  the  People,"  it  would  seem  that 
little  light  can  be  ol)tained  from  its  use,  except  to  fix  the  fact, 
w^hich  no  one  has  attempted  to  deny,  that  the  new  government 
derived  its  right  to  be  from  the  consent  of  the  people  who  were 
to  bo  controlled  by  it.  But  whether  by  *'  We,  the  People  "  was 
meant  all  the  people  of  the  ratifying  States  considered  as  one 
body  politic,  or  whether  it  referred  to  the  people  as  organized  in 
several  commonwealth  communities,  it  is,  so  far  as  this  language 
is  concerned,  impossible  to  say. 

The  framers  of  the  Constitution  of  the  Southern  Confederacy 
avoided  this  ambiguity  by  declaring  in  the  Preamble:  "  We,  the 
People  of  the  Confederate  States,  each  State  acting  in  its  sover- 
eign and  independent  character,  in  order  to  form  a  permanent 
federal  government,  establish  justice  ...  do  ordain 
and  eslablish  this  Constitution  for  the  Confederate  States  of 
•America." 

Commenting  upon  this  change  in  phraseology,  Pomeroy  says: 
'*  Thus   have   the   opponents  of  our   nationality  by   their  most 

37  Commentaries,  §  459. 
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solemn  and  deliberate  act  conceded  the  correctnesa  of  the  con- 
struction which  has  been  placed  [by  the  Northern  Statea]  upon 
this  utterance  of  the  sovereign  people  of  the  United  States*'^  ^ 
This  is  by  no  means  a  correct  deduction.  It  was  quite  proper 
that  the  framers  of  tlie  Confederate  Constitution  should,  without 
conceding  the  correctness  of  the  construction  of  their  opptnients, 
from  an  abundance  of  caution,  use  language  which  no  one  could 
misconstrue. 

In  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee^  Justice  Story  says :  "  The 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  was  ordained  and  established 
not  by  the  States  in  their  sovereign  capacities,  but  emphatically, 
as  the  preamble  of  the  Constitution  declares,  by  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  So  far  from  saying  that  it  is  established  by  tiie 
governments  of  the  several  States,  it  does  not  even  say  that  it  is 
established  by  the  people  of  the  several  States,  but  it  pronounces 
that  it  is  established  by  the  people  of  the  United  States  in  the 
aggregate.  .  .  .  Words  cannot  be  plainer  than  the  words 
used." 

This  last  statement  is  certainlv  extreme.  It  is  indeed  made 
plain  that  the  Constitution  is  not  ratified  by  the  Governments  of 
the  individual  States,  but  it  is  not  clearlv  indicated  whether  the 
ratifying  parties  are  to  be  considered  singly  or  as  a  composite 
whole.  And  in  contradiction  to  the  fact  tliat  a  single  political 
whole  was  meant  is  the  fact  that  in  ratifying  the  Constitution  the 
people  did  vote  by  States.'*^ 

The  only  way  by  which  the  force  of  this  fact  is  ^voided  is  by 
the  proposition  ttat  the  ratifying  state  conventions  acted  ad  hoc 
as  agents  of  a  single  united  people.  But  this  argument  is  greatly 
weakened,  if  not  absolutely  destroyed,  by  the  fact  that  only  those 
States  were  to  be  considered  meml>ers  of  the  new  Union  whose 
respective  people,  acting  in  convention,  should  ratify  the  Con- 
stitution. 

^Constitutional  Law,  f  95. 

»1  VVh.  304;  4  U  ed.  91. 

*>Tli€  fact  that  the, States  are  not,  as  in  the  Articles  of  Confederation,,  men- 
tioned, individually,  by  name,  is  of  no  significance  for  the  reason  that  they 
could  not  be  so  mentioned  because  it  could  not  be  knoini  in  advance  which  of 
the  States  would  ratify. 
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The  use  of  the  phrase  '^  We,  the  People  of  the  United  States  " 
as  indicating  the  ordainers  and  establishers  of  the  Union,  is,  bow- 
ever,  of  significance  in  determining  the  nature  of  the  Union  that 
was  intended  to  be  created  when  taken  in  connection  with  the 
provision  of  Article  VII  that  the  Constitution  is  to  be  ratified, 
not  by  the  state  legislatures,  but  in  conventions,  for  it  indicates 
that  the  Union  was  one  that  the  state  legislatures  were  not  com- 
petent to  create;  that,  in  other  words,  it  was  to  be  not  a  mere 
league  or  confederacy,  such  as  the  existing  state  goveruuiejits 
might  enter  into,  but  a  fundamental  Union  resulting  in  the  crea- 
tion of  a  new  National  State  which,  according  to  the  political 
philosophy  of  that  date,  only  the  people  acting  in  their  original 
sovereign  capacity  were  able  to  create. 

§  21.  "  Constitution." 

The  fact  that  the  instrument  of  1789  is  termed  a  "  Constitu- 
tion "  has  by  some  been  taken  to  indicate  that  a  National  State, 
and  not  a  confe<leracy  of  States  was  intended  to  be  create<l.  Thus 
Webster  in  his  reply  to  Ha;vTie  said:  "  They  [the  people  of  the 
United  States]  undertook  to  form  a  general  government  which 
should  stand  on  a  new  basis ;  not  a  confederacy,  not  a  league,  not 
a  compact  between  States,  but  a  Constitution."  And  in  his  reply 
to  Calhoun,  he  declared :  *^  Sir,  I  must  say  to  the  honorable 
gentleman  that,  in  our  American  political  grammar.  Constitution 
is  a  noun  substantive;  it  imparts  a  distinct  and  clear  idea  of 
itself;  and  it  is  not  to  be  turned  into  a  poor,  ambiguous,  sense- 
less, unmeaning  adjective,  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  any 
new  set  of  political  notions.  .  .  .  By  the  Constitution  we 
mean,  not  a  *  constitutional  compact,'  but  simply  and  directly  the 
Constitution,  the  fundamental  law;  and  if  there  be  one  word  in 
the  language  which  the  people  of  the  United  States  understand, 
it  is  that  word.''  And  later  he  says:  "  Does  it  call  itself  a  com- 
pact ?  Certainly  not.  Does  it  call  itself  a  league,  a  confederacy, 
or  subsisting  treaty  between  the  States?  Certainly  not.  But  it 
declares  itself  a  Constitution." 
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By  members  of  the  school  of  Webster  weight  is  also  given  to 
the  fact  that  it  is  declared  that  the  people  of  the  United  States  /\  AlW^ 
"  do  ordain  and  establish ''  and  not  that  they  "  do  contract "  or 
"  enter  into  a  treaty." 

The  writer  of  this  treatise  is  not  disposed  to  ascribe  much  value 
to  this  argument  of  Webster  based  upon  the  use  of  the  word 
"  Constitution."  At  most  it  can  only  have  a  corroborating  valua 
In  the  first  place,  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  term  had, 
in  1789,  the  definite  technical  meaning  which  Webster  ascribes 
to  it.  And,  in  the  second  place,  and  more  significantly,  the  nature 
of  the  Union  provided  for  by  the  Constitution  is  properly  to  be 
determined  by  the  distribution  of  jwwers  actiuilly  pronded  for 
by  it,  and  not  by  the  title  that  may  have  been  given  to  it 

The  description  of  the  new  federation  in  the  Preamble  as  "  a 
more  perfect  Union,"  has  occasionally  been  referred  to  as  an  ar- 
gument of  the  complete  sovereignty  of  the  United  States.  For 
example,  in  Texas  v.  White,*^  Chief  Justice  Chase,  after  refer- 
ring to  the  fact  that  the  Articles  of  Confederation  had  provided 
for  a  perpetual  Union,  says :  *^And  when  these  articles  were  found 
to  be  inadequate  to  the  exigencies  of  the  country,  the  Constitu- 
tion was  ordained  *  to  form  a  more  perfect  Union/  It  is  difficult 
to  convey  the  idea  of  indissoluble  unity  more  clearly  than  by  these 
words.  What  can  be  more  indissoluble  if  a  perpetual  Union,  made 
more  perfect,  is  not  ?  " 

§  22.  **  Common  Defense  and  General  Welfare." 

The  declaration  in  the  Preamble  that  the  new  Union  is  estab- 
lished for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare,  and  the  grant 
by  Article  I,  Section  8,  of  the  Constitution  to  Congress  of  the 
power  "  to  levy  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  imports,  and  excises,  to 
pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general 
welfare  of  the  United  States,"  has  at  times  been  argued  to  be 
equivalent  to  a  grant  to  the  General  Government  of  all  powers, 
the  exercise  of  which  may  in  any  way  contribute  to  the  effectua- 
tion  of  either  of  these  ends. 


/^ 


«  7  Wall.  700;  19  L.  ed.  227.  ^ 
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Especially  by  those  who  desire  to  magnify  the  powers  of  the 
Federal  Government  it  has  been  argued  that  instead  of  construing 
Section  8  of  Article  I  as  simply  the  grant  of  an  authority  to  raise 
revenue  in  order  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common 
defense  and  general  welfare  of  the  United  States,  it  should  be 
interpreted  as  conferring  upon  Congress  two  distinct  powers; 
namely:  (1)  the  power  of  taxation, ;^^  and  (2)  the  power  to  provide 
for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare.  And,  under  the 
latter  of  these  two  grants,  it  has  been  argued  that  the  Congress 
has  the  authority  to  exercise  any  power  that  it  may  think  neces- 
sary or  expedient  for  advancing  the  common  defense  or  the  gen- 
eral welfare  of  the  United  States,  It  scarcely  needs  be  said  that 
this  interpretation  has  not  beenc  accepted  by  the  courts.  Were 
this  view  to  be  accepted  the  government  of  the  United  States 
would  at  once  cease  to  be  one  of  the  enumerated  powers,  for  it 
would  then  be  possible  to  justify  the  exercise  of  any  authority 
whatsoever  upon  the  groimd  that  the  general  welfare  would 
thereby  be  advanced.     ,\JC  \      N  f  (?^  ^^r  A^  I  '  J  >0 

§  23.  The  Constitution  is  to  be  Construed  as  a  Whole. 

Though  the  terms  of  the  Constitution  may  not  be  varied,  or 
its  grants  of  authority  limited  by  abstract  doctrines  of  private 
rights  and  of  political  justice  and  expediency,  the  words  of  each 
clause  are  to  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  other  provisions 
of  the  Constitution.  The  Constitution  is  a  logical  whole,  each 
provision  of  which  is  an  integral  part  thereof,  and  it  is,  therefore, 
i  -logically  proper,  and  indeed  imperative,  to  construe  one  part  in 
ithe  light  of  the  provisions  of  all  the  other  parts."*^ 

This  principle  has  been  of  dominant  force  in  the  construction 
of  the  Constitution. 

The  principle  tliat  the  Constitution  is  to  be  interpreted  in  the 
Ijght  of  the  general  purpose  for  the  attainment  of  whichit  was 

*»  "  In  construing  the  Conatitntion  of  the  United  States  we  are,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  consider  what  are  its  nature  and  objects,  its  sco^  and_de*igii,-aa_ 
apparent  from  the  structure  of  the  instrument,  viewed  as  a  whole,  and  also 
viewed  in  its  component  parts.'*     Story,  Commeniaries,  §  405. 
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adopted,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  many  of  its  terms  are  general 
in  character^  has  made  DO^tfiblu  aiid  legifiniajellwo  schools  of 
eoDstnactionists  —  the  Loose  or  Xationalistic  school,  and  the 
Strict  or  States'  Rights  school  —  each  dependent  upon  a  belief 
held  as  to  the  general  end  which  the^framers  of  the  Constitution 
had  in  mind  when  that  instrument  was  drat'te<l.  The  Strict  or 
States'  Kights  constructionist  has  not  always  been  one  who  woidd> 
deny  sovereignty  or  efficiency  to  the  National  Government  Thus, 
Taney,  a  leader  of  the  strict  constructionists,  never  for  a  moment 
doubted  the  sovereignty  of  the  General  Government^  or,  as  he 
showed  in  his  decision  in  Ableman  v.  Booth,  the  supremacy  of  its 
laws  and  of  its  agents  over  the  laws  and  agents  of  the  States.  He 
did  believe,  however,  that  the  sovereign  national  laws  should  be 
kept  within  as  limited  a  space  as  possible.  This  he  showed  from 
the  first  year  of  his  chief -justiceship. 

From  the  general  nature  and  intent  of  the  Constitution  have 
heem  deduced,  not  to  mention  other  doctrines,  the  denial  of  the 
right  of  secession,  the  power  of  the  courts  to  hold  void  state  or 
federal  laws  contrary  to  the  Constitution,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
federal  courts  to  entertain  appeals  from  tlie  highest  state  courts 
in  cases  in  which  a  federal  right,  privilege,  or  immunity  has  been 
set  up  and  denied,  the  immunity  of  federal  governmental  agencies 
from  interference  on  the  part  of  the  States  "by  taxation  or  other- 
wise, the  immunity  of  state  agencies  from  federal  taxation,  the 
exclusive  federal  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  naturalization,  and 
the  liberal  construction  of  "  implied  "  powers  generally.  X 

§  84.  So-called  "  Natural "  or  **  Unwritten  Constitutiofial ''  Laws 
Have  no  Constructive  Force. 

The  so-called  "  natural "  or  unwritten  laws  defining  the 
natural,  inalienable,  inherent  rights  of  the  citizen,  which,  it  is 
sometimes  claimed,  spring  from  the  very  nature  of  freo  govern- 
ment, have  no  force  either  to  restrict  or  to  extend  the  written 
.  provisions  of  the  Constitution.  The  utmost  that  can  be  said  for 
*  them  is  that  where  the  language  of  the  Constitution  admits  of 
doubt,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  authority  is  not  given  for  the 
violation  of  acknowledged  principles  of  justice  and  liberty. 


r. 


I 


42  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

In  not  a  few  instances,  especially  during  early  years,  the  bind- 
ing force  of  natural  laws  is  declared,  but  a  careful  examination 
of  these  cases  shows  that,  practically  without  exception,  the  doc- 
trine was  used  not  as  the  real  ratio  decidendi,  but  to  support, 
upon  grounds  of  justice  and  expediency,  a  decision  founded  upon 
the  written  constitutional  law. 

Prior  to  the  separation  from  England,  the  colonial  courts  were 
naturally  inclined  to  minimize  the  power  of  the  English  Parlia- 
ment, and,  therefore,  to  uphold  Coke's  dictum  in  the  famous 
Bonham  c^e  that  an  act  of  Parliament  contrary  to  natural  rights 
and  justice  is  void.  And  in  the  political  controversies  which  pre- 
ceded the  Revolution  the  doctrine  of  natural  rights  was  relied 
iipon.**^  It  would  appear,  however,  that,  though  often  asserted 
by  the  courts,  no  legislative  act  was  held  void  solely  because  it  was 
conceived  to  exceed  the  proper  limits  of  all  legislative  power .'*^ 

When  American  independence  came,  it  was  to  be  expected  that 
the  Americans  would  apply  the  doctrine  of  natural  rights  and 
justice  in  limitation  of  the  law-making  powers  of  their  own  legis- 
latures, and  thus,  as  said,  we  do  find  the  principle  not  infre- 
quently stated,  during  the  early  years  of  the  Constitution.*'  Even 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  lent  it,  upon  occasion,  a  qualified  sanc- 
tion. ^'  It  may  well  be  doubted,''  he  observes  in  Fletcher  v. 
Peck*3  whether  tlye  nature  of  society  and  of  government  does 
not  prescribe  some  limits  to  the  legislative  power;  and  if  any  be 
prescribed,  where  they  are  to  be  found,  if  the  property  of  an 
individual,  fairly  and  honestly  acquired,  may  be  seized  without 
compensation  ?  To  the  [state]  legislature  all  legislative  power 
is  granted;  but  the  question  whether  the  act  of  transferring  the 
property  of  an  individual  to  the  public  be  in  the  nature  of  the 
legislative  power  is  well  worthy  of  serious  reflection."  *^ 

*3  For  instance  by  Otis  in  his  arguments  against  writs  of  assistance. 

**  As  to  whetlier  the  South  Carolina  case  of  Bowman  v.  Middleton,  1  Bay, 
252,  was  such  a  case,  see  Thayer,  Ca^es  on  Const.  Law,  T,  53,  note  2. 

*5  Cf.  Stimson,  Handbook  of  American  Labor  LaxCy  p.  4,  note. 

48  6  Cr.  87;  3  L.  ed.   162. 

47  One  of  the  clearest  statements  of  the  doctrine,  though  given  obiter,  is 
that  of  Justice  Chase  in  Calder  v.  Bull  (3  Dall.  386;  1  L.  ed.  648).  He  says: 
"  I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  omnipotence  of  a  state  legislature,  or  that  it  should 
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§  25.  The  "  Spirit "  of  the  Constitution. 

Closely  allied  to  the  assertion  that  the  Constitution  is  to  be 
interpreted  in  the  light  of  **  natural  law/'  is  the  doctrine  that  the 
fundamental  purpose  of  the  constitutional  fathers  was  the  erec-  l/^ 
tion  of  a  free  republican  government,  and  that,  therefore,  the 

bo  absolute  and  without  control;  although  the  authority  should  not  be 
expressly  restrained  by  the  constitution,  or  fundamental  law  of  the  State.  The 
people  of  the  United  States  erected  their  Constitution  or  form  of  government, 
to  establish  justice,  to  promote  the  general  welfare,  and  secure  the  blessings 
of  liberty;  and  to  protect  their  persons  and  property  from  violence.  The 
purposes  for  which  men  enter  into  society  will  determine  the  nature  and  terms 
of  the  social  compact;  and  as  they  are  the  foundations  of  the  legislative  power 
they  will  decide  what  are  the  proper  objects  of  it.  The  nature  and  ends  of  the 
legislative  power  will  limit  the  exercise  of  it.  This  fundamental  principle 
follows  from  the  very  nature  of  our  republican  governments,  that  no  man 
should  be  compelled  to  do  what  the  laws  do  not  require;  nor  to  refrain  from 
acts  which  the  laws  permit.  There  are  acts  which  the  federal  or  state  legis- 
latures cannot  do  without  exceeding  their  authority.  There  are  certain  vital 
principles  in  our  free  republican  governments  which  will  determine  and  over- 
rule an  apparent  and  flagrant  abuse  of  legislative  power;  as  to  authorize 
manifest  injustice  by  positive  law;  or  to  take  a^ay  that  security  for  personal 
liberty  or  private  property,  for  the  protection  whereof  the  government  was 
established.  An  act  of  the  legislature  (for  I  cannot  call  it  a  law)  contrary 
to  the  great  first  principle  of  the  social  compact,  cannot  be  considered  a  right- 
ful exercise  of  the  legislative^  authority.  The  obligation  of  a  law  in  govern- 
ments established  ou  express  compact,  and  on  republican  principles  must  be 
determined  by  the  nature  of  the  power  on  which  it  is  founded.  A  few  instances 
will  suffice  to  explain  what  I  mean.  A  law  that  punished  a  citizen  for  an 
innocent  action,  or,  in  other  words,  for  an  act  which,  when  done,  was  in 
violation  of  no  existing  law;  a  law  that  destroys,  or  impairs,  the  lawful 
private  contracts  of  citizens;  a  law  that  makes  a  man  a  judge  in  his  own 
cause;  a  law  that  takes  property  fr^m  A  and  gives  it  to  B:  It  is  against  all 
reason  and  justice  for  a  people  to  entrust  a  legislature  with  such  powers; 
and,  therefore,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  they  have  done  it.  The  genius,  the 
nature,  and  the  spirit  of  our  state  governments  amount  to  a  prohibition  of 
such  acts  of  legislation;  and  the  general  principles  of  law  and  reason  forbid 
them.  The  legislature  may  enjoin,  permit,  forbid  and  punish ;  they  may 
declare  new  crimes;  and  establish  rules  of  conduct  for  all  its  citizens  in 
future  cases;  they  may  command  what  is  right  and  prohibit  what  is  wrong; 
but  they  cannot  change  innocence  into  guilt;  or  punish  innocence  as  a  crime; 
or  violate  the  right  of  an  antecedent  lawful  private  contract;  or  the  right  of 
private  property.  To  maintain  that  our  federal  or  state  legislature  possesses 
such  powers  if  they  had  not  been  expressly  restrained,  would  in  my  opinion 
be  a  political  heresy,  altogether  inadmissible  in  our  free  republican  govern- 
ments.'' 
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Constitution  should,  whatever  its  express  terms  may  provide, 
never  be  ^<LgQUgtrued  aslo  violate  the  abstract  principles  deducible 
from  this  fundamental  fact,.  Generally  speaking,  whereas  the 
so-called  natural  laws  have  reference  to  the  .private  rights  of  the 
citizen,  the  protection  of  his  person  and  property  ;^  these  prin- 
ciples claimed  to  be  deducible  from  thn^sjnritjvF  thf>  Cn-nfltitiifmri^ 
as  the  framework  of  a  free  govenmient  have  reference  to  the 
public  and  political  rights  of  the  individual. 

Stated  in  this  abstract,  philosophical  form,  the  doctrine  that 
the  ^*  Spirit "  of  the  Constitution  is  to  prevail  over  its  language 
has  no  more  legal  validity  than  has  the  doctrine  of  natural  law. 

§  26.  Applicability  of  Constitutional  Provisions  to  Modern  Con- 
ditions. 

In  construing  the  Constitution  the  very  proper  and  indeed  ab- 
solutely necessary  principle  has  been  followed  that  that  instrument 
was  intended  to  endure  for  all  time  and  tibat  its  grants  of  power 
are,  therefore,  to  be  interpreted  as  applicable  to  new  conditions 


Justice  IredeU  though  agreeing  in  the  decision  of  the  court  dissented  fron 
Chase's  reasoning,  saying:  "If,  then,  a  government  composed  of  legisIatiTe, 
executive  and  judicial  departments  were  established  by  a  Constitutioa  which 
imposed  no  limits  on  the  legislative  power,  the  consequence  would  imme- 
diately be  that  whatever  the  legislative  should  choose  to  enact  would  be 
laAvfully  enacted,  and  tlie  judicial  power  could  never  interfere  to  pronounce  it 
void.  It  is  true  tiiat  some  speculative  jurists  have  held,  that  a  legislative  act 
against  natural  justice  must  in  itself  be  void;  but  I  cannot  think  that  under 
&uch  a  government,  any  court  of  justice  would  jwssess  a  power  to  pronounce  it 
80.  ...  If  any  act  of  Congress,  or  of  the  legislature  of  a  State,  violates 
those  constitutional  provisions  [of  the  United  States  Constitution],  it  is 
unquestionably  void;  though,  I  admit,  as  the  authority  to  declare  it  void  is 
of  a  delicate  and  awful  nature,  the  court  will  never  resort  to  that  authority 
but  in  a  clear  and  urgent  case.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  legislature  of  the 
Union,  or  the  legislature  of  any  member  of  the  Union,  shall  pass  a  law  within 
the  general  scope  of  their  constitutional  power,  the  court  cannot  pronounce  it 
void,  merely  because  it  is,  in  tlieir  judgment,  contrary  to  tl^e  principles  of 
natural  justice.  The  ideas  of  natural  justice  are  regulated  by  no  fixed 
standard;  the  ablest  and  purest  men  have  differed  upon  the  subject;  and  all 
that  the  court  could  properly  say  in  such  an  event,  would  be,  that  the  1*^9- 
laturc  (possessed  of  an  equal  right  of  opinion)  had.  passed  an  act  which,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  judges,  was  inconsistent  with  the  abstract  principles  of 
natural  justice." 
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as  they  arise.  By  thk  is  not  meant,  however,  that  these  new 
gonditi<«ia  shall  in  any  case  justify  the  exercise  of  a  power  not 
granted,  or  create  a  limitajion  not  imposed  by  the  Constitution, 
but  thai  the  powers  which  are  granted  shall,  if  possible,  be  made 
iwpplicable  to  these  new  conditions, 

Tlius  the  grant  to  the  Federal  Government  of  the  control  over 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  is  held  to  be  one  the  extent  of 
which,  tliough  not  its  importance,  is-  not  varied  by  the  fact  that 
the  instrumentalities  bv  which  it  is  carried  on  are  widelv  different 
from  those  employed  in  1789.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Avriting 
of  insurance  policies,  or  the  dealing  in  banking  instruments  of 
exchange  were  not,  in  1789,  considered  interstate  commercial 
transactions,  and  by  reason  of  their  very  nature  could  not  prop- 
erly have  been,  no  augmentation  in  their  amount  and  no  increase 
in  file  practical  need  for  their  federal  regulation  ^v^ll  justify  a 
construction  that  will  attach  an  interstate  commercial  character 
to  them,  and  thus  bring  them  witliin  the  power  of  the  Federal 
Groremment  to  control. 

The  principle,  as  it  has  been  stated,  does  not  prevent  a  con- 
struction by  which  the  powers  and  limitations  enmnerated  in  the 
Constitution  are  made  applicable  to  new  conditions  of  fact  which 
were  not  and  could  not  have  been  foreseen  by  those  who  adopted 
the  Constitution.  In  the  Dartmouth  case**  ilarshall  savs:  "It 
is  more  than  possible  that  the  preservation  of  the  rights  of  this 
description  was  not  particularly  in  the  minds  of  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution  when  the  clause  under  consideration,  impair- 
ment of  contracts,  was  introduced  into  that  instrument.  .  .  . 
It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  this  particular  case  was  not  in  the 
mind  of  the  convention  when  the  article  was  framed,  nor  of 
the  American  people  when  it  was  adopted.  It  is  necessary  to 
p)  further  and  to  say  that  had  this  particular  case  been  suggested 
the  language  would  have  been  so  varied  as  to  exclude  it,  or  it 
would  have  been  made  a  special  exception.  The  case  being  within 
the  words  of  the  rule,  must  be  within  its  operations  likewise, 
unless  there  is  something  within  its  literal  construction  so  ob- 
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viously  absurd  or  mischievous,  or  repugnant  to  the  general  spirit 
of  the  instrument,  as  to  justify  those  who  expounded  the  Con- 
stitution in  making  it  an  exception."  Again,  in  Re  Debs*®  the 
court  say :  "  Constitutional  provisions  do  not  change,  but  their 
operation  extends  to  new  matters  as  the  modes  of  life  and 
habits  of  the  people  vary  with  each  succeeding  generation. 
The  law  of  the  common  carrier  is  the  same  to-day  as  when 
transportation  by  land  was  by  coach  and  wagon  and  on 
water  by  canal-boat  and  sailing  vessel,  yet  in  its  actual  operation 
it  touches  and  regulates  transportation  by  modes  then  unknown. 
Just  so  is  it  with  the  grant  to  the  National  Government  of  power 
over  interstate  commerce.  The  Constitution  has  not  changed. 
The  power  is  the  same.  But  it  operates  to-day  upon  modes  of 
interstate  commerce  then  unknown  to  the  fathers,  and  it  will 
operate  with  equal  force  upon  any  new  modes  of  such  comnrerce 
which  the  future  may  develop."  ^ 

49  15«  U.  S.  364;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900;  39  L.  ed.  1092. 

60  To  the  same  effect,  as  the  foregoing,  is  the  declaration  of  the  court  in 
South  Carolina  v.  Vmied  States  (199  U.  S.  437;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  50 
L.  ed.  261),  in  which  they  say:  "The  Constitution  is  a  written  instrument. 
As  suc'li  its  meaning  does  not  alter.  That  which  it  meant  when  adopted,  it 
means  now.  Being  a  grant  of  powers  to  a  government,  its  language  is 
general;  mid,  as  changes  come  in  social  and  political  life,  it  embraces  within 
its  grasp  all  new  conditions  which  are  w^ithin  the  scope  of  the  powers  in  terms 
conferred.  In  other  words,  while  the  powers  granted  do  not  change,  they  apply 
from  generation  to  generation  to  all  things  to  which  they  are  in  their  nature 
applicable.  This  in  no  manner  abridges  the  fact  of  its  changeless  nature  and 
mc:ming.  Those  things  which  are  within  its  grants  of  power,  as  those  grants 
wore  understood  when  made,  are  still  within  them;  and  those  things  not 
within  them  remain  still  excluded.  As  said  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Taney  in 
Scott  V.  Sandford  (10  How.  303;  15  L.  ed.  691),  *  It  is  not  only  the  same  in 
words,  but  the  same  in  meaning,  and  delegates  the  same  power  to  the  govern- 
ment, and  reserves  and  secures  the  same  rights  and  privileges  to  the  citizen; 
and  in  its  present  form  it  speaks  not  only  in  the  same  words,  but  with  the 
same  meaning  and  intent  with  which  it  spoke  when  it  came  from  the  hands 
of  its  framers  and  was  voted  on  and  adopted  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  Any  other  rule  of  construction  would  abrogate  the  judicial  character 
of  this  court,  and  make  it  the  mere  reflex  of  the  popular  opinion  or  passion  of 
the  day.'  *' 

Justice  Story,  in  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee  (1  Wh.  304;  4  L.  ed.  97),  dis- 
cussing the  principle  of  construction  to  be  applied  to  the  Constitution, 
declares:      "The    instrument    was   not    intended    to    provide   merely    for    the 
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§  27.  The  Wilson-Roosevelt  Doctrine  of  Construction. 

A  doctrine  of  construction  radically  different  from  that  which 
has  just  been  stated,  and  which  has  never  been  acce^pted  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  is  that  originally  put  forth  by  James  Wilson  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  in  recent  years  urged  by  President  Roosevelt. 

This  doctrine  is,  that  when  a  subject  has  been  neither  ex- 
pressly excluded  from  the  regulating  power  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, nor  expressly  placed  within  the  exclusive  control  of  the 
States,  it  may  be  regulated  by  Congress  if  it  be,  or  become,  a 
matter  the  regulation  of  which  is  of  general  importance  to  the 
whole  nation,  and  at  the  same  time  a  matter  over  which  the 
States  are,  in  practical  fact,  unable  to  exercise  the  necessary  con- 
trolling power.  According,  then,  to  this  doctrine,,  the  Ninth  and 
Tenth  Amendments  which  declare  that :  ^*  The  enumeration  in 
the  Constitution  of  certain  rights  shall  not  be  construed  to  deny 
or  disparage  others  retained  by  the  people,"  and  that  "  The 
powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor 
prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respect- 
ively, or  to  the  people,"  are  not  to  be  interpreted  as  reserving  to 
the  States,  or  to  the  people,  those  powers  which,  though  not 
granted  to  the  Federal  Government,  are,  in  fact,  such  as  are  of 
federal  importance  and  which  the  States  are  unable  effectively 
to  exercise. 

The  argument  of  James  Wilson,  made  in  1785  when  the  United 
States  was  under  the  Articles  of  Confederation  but  applicable, 
a  fortiori,  to  the  present  Constitution,  is  in  the  following  lan- 
guage: **' Though  the  United  States  in  Congress  assembled  do- 
rive  from  the  particular  States  no  power,  jurisdiction,  or  right 

exigencies  of  a  few  years,  but  was  to  endure  through  a  long  lap«e  of  ages,  the 
events  of  which  were  locked  up  in  the  inscrutable  purpos<»s  of  Providencf^.  It 
could  not  be  foreseen  what  new  changes  and  modifications  of  power  might  In* 
indispensable  to  effectuate  the  general  objects  of  the  charter;  and  restrictions 
and  specifications  which  at  the  present  might  seem  salutary  might  in  the  end 
prove  the  overthrow  of  the  sj-stem  itself.  Hence  its  powers  are  expressed  in 
general  terms,  leaving  to  the  legislature,  from  time  to  time,  to  adopt  its  own 
means  to  cflTectuate  legitimate  objects,  and  to  mold  and  model  the  exercise  of 
its  powers  as  its  own  wisdom  and  the  public  interests  should  require.'* 
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which  is  not  expressly  delegated  by  the  Confederation,  it  does 
not  then  follow  that  the  United  States  in  Congress  have  no  other 
powers,  jurisdiction,  or  rights,  than  those  delegated  by  the  par- 
ticular States.  The  United  §tatea  have  general  rights,  general 
powers,  and  general  oblyy^tiyns,  not  derived  from  any  par- 
ticular States,  nor  from  ail  the  particular  States  taken  separately ; 
y  but  resulting  from  the  union  of  the  whole.  •  •  .  To  many 
pur]X)ses  the  United  fcjtates  are  to  he  considered  as  one  undinded, 
independent  nation;  and  as  possessed  of  all  the  rights,  powers 
and  properties  by  the  law  of  nations  incident  to  such.  Whenever  * 
an  object  occurs,  to  the  direction  of  which  no  particular  State  is 
competent,  the  management  of  it  must,  of  necessity,  belong  to  the 
United  States  in  Congress  assembled.  There  are  many  objects 
of  this  extended  nature." 

President  lioosevelt  has  expressly  adopted  the  foregoing  doc- 
trine as  sound.  He  says :  "  I  cannot  do  better  than  base  my 
theory  of  governmental  action  upon  the  words  and  deeds  of  one 
of  Pennsylvania's  greatest  sons,  Justiee  James  Wilson.''  Inter- 
preting this  theory,  Eoosevelt  says :  "  lie  developed  even  before 
Marshall  the  doctrine  (absolutely  essential  not  merely  to  the 
efficiency  but  to  the  existence  of  this  nation)  that  an  inherentX 
power  rested  in  the  nation,  outside  of  the  enumerated  powers  con-  I 
ferred  upon  it  by  the  Constitution,  in  all  cases  where  the  object  L 
involved  was  beyond  the  power  of  the  several  States  and  was  a 
j^qwer  ordinarily  exercised  by  sovereign  nations.  In  a  remark- 
able letter  in  which  he  advocated  setting  forth  in  early  and  clear 
fashion  the  powers  of  the  Xational  Government,  he  laid  down  the 
proposition  that  it  should  be  made  clear  that  there  were  neither 
vacancies  nor  interferences  between  the  limits  of  state  and 
national  jurisdictions,  and  that  both  jurisdictions  together  com- 
posed only  one  uniform  and  comprehensive  system  of  government 
and  laws;  that  is,  whenever  the  States  cannot  act,  because  the 
need  to  be  met  is  not  one  merely  of  a  single  locality,  then  the 
National  Government,  representing  all  the  people,  should  have 
complete  power  to  act.  .  .  .  Certain  judicial  decisions  have 
done  just  what  Wilson  fearel;  they  have,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  left 
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nif  neJes,  left  fakenkB  between  the  linrits  of  actual  J^atiasAl  ^mk- 
dictioii  over  the  control  af  the  great  business  eorpeiratioiifl.  .  •  . 
The  legislative  er  judacial  aetioiiB  and  decieions  of  which  I  eom« 
plain,  be  it  remembered,  do  not  really  leave  to  the  States  power 
to  deal  with  corporate  wealth  in  buBiness.  Actual  experience  has 
shown  that  the  States  are  wholly  powerless  to  deal  with  this  sub- 
ject; and  any  action  or  decision  that  deprives  the  nation  of  the 
power  to  deal  with  it,  simply  results  in  leaving  the  corporations 
absolutely  free  to  work  without  any  effective  supervision  what- 
ever; and  such  a  course  is  fraught  with  untold  danger  to  the 
future  of  our  whole  system  of  government,  and,  indeed,  to  our 
whole  civilization."  " 

The  forgoing  doctrine  is  one  quite  different  from  the  estab- 
lished doctrine  of  implied  powers  as  developed  by  Marshall,  a 
doctrine  which  will  be  discussed  in  the  next  chapter.  That  doc- 
trine, as  it  win  be  seen,  holds  that  from  an  expressly  piven  fed- 
eral power  there  mav  be  implied  those  powers  whic)^  ar^  npiPAftqary 
and  proper  for  effectively  pxprcigiTig  [t.  The  doctrine  thus  does 
not  justify,  under  any  circumstances,  the  assumption  of  a  new 
power  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  AVilson-Roosevelt  doc- 
trine on  the  other  hand  asserts  that  a  given  subject  not  originally 
within  the  sphere  of  federal  control,  may,  by  mere  change  of 
circumstances,  be  brought  within  the  federal  field.  Thus,  to 
illustrate  concretely,  it  might  be  argued  according  to  the  doctrine 
of  implied  powers  that  as  implied  in  autharit\'  expressly  granted 
to  Congress  to  regulate  foreign  and  interstate  commerce,  Congress 
might  compel  all  corporations  or  individuals  manufacturing  com- 
modities for  foreign  or  interstate  commerce  to  obtain  a  federal 
lic«ise,  such  a  license  to  be  granted  upon  such  terms  as  Congress 
might  see  fit  to  dictate.  According  to  the  Wilson-Roosevelt  doc- 
trine, however,  it  could  be  argued  that  the  control  of  manufactur- 
ing is  not  expressly  denied  the  Feileral  Grovemment  nor  expressly 
placed  within  the  exclusive  control  of  the  States,  and  that,  under 
eodsting  industrial  conditions  it  being  of  federal  importance  that 
these  raauTiffacturing  concern ?;,  or  certain  of  them,  should  be  regu- 

(1  Speech  at  the  dedication  of  the  FennsTlTania  caprtol  at  Harrisburg. 
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(plated,  and  the  States  being  incompetent  to  furnish  the  necessary 
^  V^   ,   regulation,  therefore,  the  Federal  Government  has  the  power. 
.^A  ^u      Here,  it  will  be  seen,  there  is  no  resort  whatever  to  the  com- 
^  '       merce  clause,  or  to  any  other  express  grant  of  power.     The  doc- 
trine is  thus  one  which  in  the  absence  of  ex,press  prohibition  in 
the   Constitution  will  support   the   assumption   by  the  Federal 
Government  of  any  power  whatsoever  if  there  be  fair  ground  for 
holding  that  regulation  is  needed  and  that  the  States  are  not  able 
to  furnish  it. 

In  the  very  recent  case  of  Kansas  v.  Colorado,*^^  decided  May  13, 
1907,  substantially  this  Wilson  doctrine  was  urged  upon  the  court, 
the  argument  being,  as  summarized  by  Justice  Brewer  that :  **A11 
legislative  power  must  be  vested  in  either  the  State  or  the 
National  Government,  no  legislative  powers  belong  to  a  state 
government  other  than  those  which  affect  solely  the  internal  affairs 
of  that  State;  consequently  all  powers  which  are  national  in  their 
scope  must  be  found  vested  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States/' 

Tti  rpf^if^tj^Ti  nf  fj^JR  fiTynnnpnt  .Tnft|iYfi  TirrnFor  nfljn :  "  But  the 
proposition  that  there  are  legislative  powers  affecting  the  nation 
as  a  whole  which  belong  to,  although  not  es^pressed  in,  the  grant 
of  powers,  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  doctrine  that  this  is  a 
government  of  enumerated  powers.  That  this  is  such  a  govern- 
ment clearly  appears  from  the  Constitution,  independently  of  the 
Amendments,  for  otherwise  there  would  be  an  instrument  grant- 
ing certain  specified  things  made  operative  to  grant  other  and 
distinct  things.  This  natural  construction  of  the  original  body 
of  the  Constitution  is  made  absolutely  certain  by  the  Tenth 
Amendment.  This  Amendment,  which  was  seemingly  adopted 
with  prescience  of  just  such  contention  as  the  present,  disclosed 
the  widespread  fear  that  the  National  Government  might,  under 
the  pressure  of  a  supposed  general  welfare,  attempt  to  exercise 
powers  which  had  not  been  granted.  With  equal  determination 
the  framers  intended  that  no  such  assumption  should  ever  find 
justification  in  the  organic  act,  and  that  if,  in  the  future,  further 

B2  206  U.  S.  46;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  655;  61  L.  ed.  956. 
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powers  seemed  necessary,  they  should  be  granted  by  the  people 
in  the  maimer  they  had  provided  for  amending  that  act  It  reads : 
*  The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States 
respectively,  or  to  the  people.'  The  argument  of  counsel  ignores 
the  principal  factor  in  this  article,  to  wit,  *  the  people.'  Its  prin- 
cipal purpose  was  not  the  distribution  of  power  between  the 
United  States  and  the  States,  but  a  reservation  to  the  people  of 
all  powers  not  granted.  The  Preamble  of  the  Constitution  de- 
clares who  framed  it, —  *We,  the  People  of  the  United  States,' 
not  the  people  of  one  State,  but  the  people  of  all  the  States ;  and 
Article  X  reserves  to  the  people  of  all  the  States  the  powers  not 
del^ated  to  the  United  States.  The  powers  affecting  the  internal 
affairs  of  the  Stat^  not  granted  to  the  United  States  by  the  Con- 
stitution, nor  prohibited  to  it  by  the  States,  are  reserved  to  the 
States  respectively,  and  all  powers  of  a  national  character  which 
are  not  delegated  to  the  National  Government  by  the  Constitution 
are  reserved  to  the  people  of  the  United  States.  The  people  who 
adopted  the  Constitution  knew  that  in  the  nature  of  things  they 
could  not  foresee  all  the  questions  which  might  arise  in  the  future, 
all  the  circumstances  which  might  call  for  the  exercise  of  further 
national  powers  than  those  granted  to  the  United  States,  and 
after  making  provision  for  an  amendment  to  the  Constitution  by 
which  any  needed  additional  powers  would  be  granted,  they  re- 
served to  themselves  all  powers  not  so  delegated.  This  Article  X 
is  not  to  be  shorn  of  its  meaning  by  any  narrow  or  technical  con- 
struction, but  is  to  be  considered  fairly  and  liberally  so  as  to  give 
effect  to  its  scope  and  meaning." 

§  28.  Stare  Decisis. 

There  have  not  been  many  cases  in  which  the  Supreme  Court 
has  explicitly  ^nd  avowe<lly  overruled  its  prior  decisions,  but 
there  have  been  frequent  instances  in  which  the  doctrines  declared 
in  prior  cases,  have  been  in  part  evaded  or  modified  without 
explicit  repudiation. 
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Taney  in  the  Passenger  Cases^"^  says :  ^^  I  had  supposed  that 
questbn  to  be  settled,  so-  far  as  any  question  upon  the 
confitruction  of  the  Constitution  ought  to  be  regarded  as  closed 
by  the  decision  of  this  court  I  do  not,  however,  object  to  the 
revision  of  it,  and  am  quite  willing  that  it  be  regarded  hereafter 
as  the  law  of  this  court  that  its  opinion  upon  the  construction  of 
the  Constitution  is  always  open  to  discussion  when  it  is  supposed 
to  be  founded  in  error,  and  that  its  judicial  authority  should 
hereafter  depend  altogether  on  the  force  of  the  reasoning  by 
which  it  is  supported." 

In  Washington  University  v.  Rouse'^  Justice  Miller  said: 
"  With  as  full  rqspect  for  the  authority  of  former  decisions  as 
belongs,  from  teaching  and  habit,  to  judges  trained  in  the  com- 
mon law  system  of  jurisprudence,  we  think  there  may  be  ques- 
tions touching  the  powers  of  legislative  bodie%  which  can  never 
be  closed  by  the  decisions  of  a  court." 

There  are  indeed  good  reasons  why  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis 
shoiild  not  be  so  rigidly  applied  to  the  constitutional  as  to  other 
laws. 

In  cases  of  purely  private  import,  the  chief  desideratum  is  that 
the  law  remain  certain,  and,  therefore,  where  a  rule  has  been 
judicially  declared  and  private  rights  created  thereunder,  the 
courts  will  not,  except  in  the  clearest  cases  of  error,  depart  from 
the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis.  When,  however,  public  interests  are 
involved,  and  especially  w^ien  the  question  is  one  of  constitutional 
construction,  the  matter  is  otherwise.  An  error  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  statute  may  easily  be  corrected  by  a  legislative  act,  but  a 
constitution  and  particularly  the  federal  Constitution,  may  be 
changed  only  with  great  difficulty.  Hence  an  error  in  its  inter- 
pretation may  for  all  practical  purposes  be  corrected  only  by  the 
court's  repudiating  or  modifying  its  former  decision.^' 

537  How.  283;  12  L.  ed.  702. 
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CHAPTEE  m. 

THE  DIVISIOX  OP  POWERS  BETWEEN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND 

ITS  MEMBER  STATES. 

§  29.  Federal  Powers. 

The  United  States  Constitution  serves  a  double  purpose.  It 
operates  as  an  instniment  to  delimit  the  several  spheres  of  federaT 
and  state  authority,  and  to  provide  for  the  organization  of  the 
Federal  Government.  In  this  chapter  we  shall  be  concerned  with 
only  the  first  of  these  two  subjects.  That  quaestio  vexata  of  the 
original  purpose  of  the  Constitution,  whether  intended  to  serve 
as  an  agreement  between  sovereign  compacting  States,  or  as  the 
fundamental  instrument  of  government  of  a  single  sovereign  peo- 
ple, it  is  fortunately  no  longer  necessary  to  discuss.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  a  treatise  on  the  constitutional  law  of  the  United  States 
as  it  exists  to-dav  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  the  Constitution  as  a 
legal  instrument  distributing  the  totality  of  governmental  powers 
between  the  federal  and  state  governments,  according  to  the  gen- 
eral principle  that  the  powers  granted  the  Federal  Government 
are  specified,  expressly  or  by  implication,  and  that  the  remainder 
of  the  possible  governmental  powers  "  not  delegated  to  the  United 
States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibiteil  by  it  to  the  States,  are 
reserved  to  the  States  respectively,  or  to  the  p>eople."^ 

It  will  have  been  noticed  that  in  speaking  of  lie  powers 
possessed  by  the  General  Government,  the  tenn  ^*  delected  "  is 
used,  whereas,  in  speaking  of  the  powers  possessed  bv  the  States, 
the  word  "  reserved  "  is  employed.  This  exhibits  the  fundamental 
principle  governing  the  division  of  ])ower3  between  the  General 
Government  and  the  States  according  to  which  the  former  pos- 
sesses only  those  powers  that  are  by  the  Constitution  granted  to 
it,  whereas  the  States  are  entitled  to  all  powers  except  those  ex- 

i  Tenth  Amendment.  As  to  certain  of  the  powers  gTf\nted  to  the  Federal 
Government,  as  will  presently  appear,  the  fact  that  they  may  be  exercised 
by  that  government  does  not,  nntil  they  are  so  exercised,  deprive  the  States 
of  the  authority  to  exercise  them. 

[63] 
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pressly  or  by  implication  denied  to  them  by  the  Constitution. 
Thus  the  General  Government  is  commonly  spoken  of  as  one  of 
enumerated  and  the  State  governments  as  governments  of  un- 
enumerp.ted  powers. 

This  distinction  would  in  all  probability  have  been  recognized 
and  adopted  by  the  Supreme  Court  as  a  logical  corollary  from  the 
general  character  of  the  Constitution,  had  there  been  no  express 
direction  in  that  instrument  itself  to  such  effect.  Out  of  super- 
abundant caution,  however,  the  Tenth  Amendment  was  adopted. 

The  phrase  '^  or  to  the  people "  covers  these  powers  which, 
though  constitutionally  exercisable  by  the  States,  for  aught  the 
federal  Constitution  has  to  say,  are  by  their  own  state  constitu- 
tions denied  to  their  respective  governments.  Thus  the  federal 
and  the  state  constitutions  differ  in  this  important  respect  that 
the  grants  of  the  former  operate  to  endow  the  General  Govern- 
ment with  powers  that  it  would  not  otherwise  possess,  whereas 
the  provisions  of  the  latter  in  the  main  operate  to  deprive  the 
governments  which  they  create  of  powers  they  otherwise  would 
possess. 

Except  when  expressly  limited, —  as,  for  instance,  where  the 
power  which  is  given  to  levy  taxes  is  restricted  by  the  provisions 
that  "  all  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout 
the  United  States,"  that  "  no  tax  or  duty  shall  be  laid  on  articles 
exported  from  any  State,"  and  that  "  no  capitation  or  other  direct 
tax  shall  be  ja^id,  unless  in  proportion  to  the  census  or  enumera- 
tion hereinbefore  directed  to  be  taken,"  a  power  granted  to  Fed 
eral  Government  is  construed  to  be  absolute  in  character. 

^  §  30.  Express  and  Implied  Powers. 

Though  the  Federal  Government  is  one  of  enumerated  powers, 
its  powers  are  not  described  in  detail,  and  from  the  very  begin- 
ning it  has  been  construed  to  possess  not  simply  those  powers 
that  are  specifically  or  expressly  given  it,  but  also  those  necessary 
and  proper  for  the  effective  exercise  of  such  express  powers. 
After  enumerating  the  various  powers  that  Congress  is  to  pos- 
sess,   the    Constitution    declares^    "  [The    Congress    shall    have 


a  Art.  I,  Sec.  8. 
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power]  to  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper 
for  carrying  into  execution  the  foregoing  powers,  and  all  other 
powers  vested  by  this  Constitution  in  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  or  in  any  department  or  officer  thereof."  Further- 
more it  will  be  noticed  that  in  the  Tenth  Amendment,  above 
quoted,  the  powers  reserved  to  the  States  or  to  the  people  are  not 
those  expressly  delegated  to  the  United  States,  but  simply  those 
not  del^ated.  This  is  significant  in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  the 
corresponding  section  in  the  Articles  of  Confederation  the  word 
**  expressly  "  is  carefully  inserted.^ 

§  31.  Federal  Powers  to  be  Liberally  Construed. 

The  Constitution  is  in  terms  and  general  character  a  grant  of 
powers  —  a  grant  from  the  people  of  the  several  States  to  the 
National  Government,  and,  strictly  speaking,  as  in  all  grants  of 
power,  the  authority  that  may  be  exercised  thereunder  is  to  be 
limited  to  that  specifically  granted  or  impliedly  given.  But 
whereas,  in  general,  grants  of  authority  are  strictly  construed  as 
against  the  grantee  and  in  favor  of  the  reserved  rights  of  the 
grantor,  in  the  case  of  the  federal  Constitution  this  principle  has, 
it  is  seen,  not  been  applied.  The  justification  for  this  has  been 
deduced  from  the  general  nature  of  the  Constitution  as  an  instru- 
ment of  government,  and  from  the  character  of  the  end  which  was 
sought  to  be  obtained  by  its  establishment.  The  Federal  Govern- 
ments exists  not  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  exetrcise  its  powers, 
but  to  subserve  the  national  interests, —  political,  industrial,  and  ^ 
social, —  of  the  people  who  framed  and  adopted  it.  While,  there- 
fore, it  is,  in  essential  character,  a  grant  of  powers,  and  is  to  be 
construed  as  such,  its  terms  are  to  be  interpreted  in  the  light  of 
the  fact  that  the  people  in  adopting  it  desired  the  establishment 
and  maintenance  of  an  effective  National  Government,  and  there- 
fore one  endowed  with  powers  commensurate  with  that  end.* 

«  Article  II.  "  Each  State  retains  its  sovereignty,  freedom  and  independence, 
and  every  power,  jurisdiction  and  right,  which  is  not  hy  this  confederation 
expressly  delegated  to  the  United  States  in  Congress  assembled." 

4  "  In  construing  a  grant  or  surrender  of  powers  by  the  people  to  a  monarch, 
for  his  own  benefit  or  use,  it  is  not  only  natural,  but  just,  to  presume,  as  in 
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In  the  case  q£  Gii^boDA  v.  O^deu^  Marshall  took  paiiiB  to 
ftfiBeft  that  there  is  no  good  reason  for  holding  tiiat  either 
the  expi^efiB  or  the  implied  powers  of  the  National  Govern- 
ment are  to  be  stzrietly  construed*  His  language  is  as  fol- 
lows: '*  This  instrument  contains  an  enumeration  of  powers 
expresfilj  granted  by  the  people  to  their  government.  It  has  been 
said  that  these  powers  ought  to  be  construed  strictly.  But  why 
ought  they  to  be  so  eonstmed  ?  Is  there  one  sentence  in  the  Con- 
stitution which  gives  eoimtenance  to  this  rule?  In  the  last  of  the 
enumerated  powers,  that  which  grants,  expressly,  the  means  of 
carrying  all  others  into  execution,  Ck)ngress  is  authorized  *  to  make 
all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper'  for  the  purpose. 
But  this  limitation  on  the  means  which  may  be  used,  is  not  ex- 
tended to  the  poweiB  wMcfa  are  conferred;  nor  is  there  one  sen- 
tenee  in  the  Constitution  which,  has  been  pointed^  out  by  the 
gentlemen  of  the  bar,  or  which  we  have  been  able  to  discern,  tha^ 
prescribes  this  rule.  We  do  not  tterefore  think  ourselves  justi- 
fied in  adopting  it.  What  do  gentlemen  mean  by  a  strict  con- 
struction?   If  they  contend  only  against  that  enlarged  constmc- 

all  other  cases  of  grants,  that  the  parties  had  not  in  view  any  large  sense  of 
the  terms,  because  the  objects  were  a  derogation  presumably  from  their  rights 
and  interests.  But  in  construing  a  constitution  of  government,  framed  by  the 
people  for  their  own  benefit  and  protection,  for  the  prcserratioii  of  t^eir  ri^tB, 
and  property,  and  liberty;  where  the  delegated  powers  are  not,  and  cannot  be 
used  for  the  benefit  of  their  rulers,  who  are  but  their  temporary  servants  and 
agents;  but  are  intended  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  no  such  presump- 
tion of  an  intention  to  use  the  words  in  the  must  restricted  sense  necessarily 
arises.  The  powers  given  by  tiie  people  to  the  General  Government  are  not 
necessarily  carved  out  of  the  powers  already  confided  to  the  state  govemmentA. 
They  may  be  such  as  they  originally  reserved  to  themselves.  And,  if  they  are 
not,  the  authority  of  the  people  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  to  withdraw  power 
from  their  state  functionaries,  and  to  conadfi  it  to  tiie  functionaries  of  the 
General  Government,  caunot  be  doubted  or  denied.  If  they  withdraw  the  power 
from  the  state  functionaries,  it  must  be  presumed  to  be,  because  they  deem  it 
more  useful  for  themselves,  more  for  the  common  benefit  and  common  protec- 
tion, than  to  leave  it  where  it  h^s  been  hitherto  deposited.  .  .  .  The  state 
governments  have  no  riglit  to  assume  that  the  power  is  more  safe  or  more 
useful  with  them,  than  with  the  General  Government;  that  they  have  a  higher 
capacity  and  a  more  honest  desire  to  preserve  the  rights  and  liberties  of  the 
people  than  the  General  Government."  Story  CommentfirieSy  §§  413-416. 
B  9  Wh.  1 ;  0  L.  ed.  23.  ^ 
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tion  which  woald  extend  words  beyond  their  natural  and  obvious 
import,  we  might  question  the  application  of  the  term,  but  should 
not  cQfitrovert  the  principle.  If  they  contend  for  that  narrow 
constTUctiaa  which,  in  support  of  some  theory  not  to  be  found  in 
the  Constitution,  would  deny  to  the  government  those  powers 
which  the  words  of  the  grant,  as  usually  understood,  import,  and 
which  are  consistent  with  the  genial  views  and  objects  of  the 
instrument;  for  that  narrow  construction,  which  would  cripple 
the  government  and  render  it  unequal  to  the  objects  for  which 
it  was  declared  to  be  instituted,  and  to  which  the  powers  given, 
as  fairly  understood,  render  it  competent;  then  we  cannot  per- 
ceive the  propriety  of  this  strict  construction,  nor  adopt  it  as  the 
rule  by  which  the  Constitution  is  to  be  expounded.  As  men, 
whose  intentions  require  no  concealment,  generally  employ  the 
words  which  most  directly  and  aptly  express  the  ideas  they  in- 
tend to  convey,  the  enlightened  patriots  who  fTamed  our  Consti- 
tution, and  the  people  who  adopted  it,  must  be  understood  to  hai  e 
employed  words  in  their  natural  sense,  and  to  have  intended  what 
they  have  said.  If,  from  the  imperfection  of  human  language, 
there  should  be  serious  doubts  respecting  the  extent  of  any  given 
power,  it  is  a  well  settled  rule  that  the  objects  for  which  it  was 
given,  es^)ecially  when  those  objects  are  expressed  in  the  instru- 
ment itself,  should  have  greart  influence  in  the  construction.  We 
know  of  no  reason  for  excluding  this  rule  from  the  present  case. 
The  grant  does  not  convey  power  which  might  be  beneficial  to  the 

.  grantor,  if  retained  by  himself,  or  which  can  enure  solely  to  the 
benefit  of  the  grantee,  but  is  an  investment  of  power  for  the  gen- 
eral advantage,  in  the  hands  of  agents  selected  for  that  purpose, 
which  power  can  never  be  exercised  by  the  people  themselves,  but 
must  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  agents,  or  lie  dormant  We  know 
of  no  rule  for  construing  the  extent  of  such  powers,  other  than 
is  given  by  the  language  of  the  instrument  which  confers  them, 

i  taken  in  connection  with  the  purposes  for  which'  they  were  con- 
ferred.'' 
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§  32.  Strict  Construction  a  Corollary  of  the  States*  Rights  Doc- 
trine. 

Without  in  any  way  questioning  the  validity  of  the  rule  of 
construction  stated  in  the  preceding  paragraphs,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  its  propriety  is  absolutely  dependent  upon  the  prior 
assuinptioi^^  that  the  Federal  Government  exists  as  the  agent  of 
the  people,  and  not,  according  to  the  States'  Eights  theory,  as  the 
agent  of  the  States.  Had  the  theory  which  conceives  the  United 
States  to  be  a  confederacy  of  sovereign  States,  and  its  govern- 
ment as  the  agent  of  these  creating  component  units,  been  ac- 
cepted, it  would  have  logically  followed  that  a  doctrine  of  sitrict 
construction  of  federal  powers  would  have  been  appropriate,  for 
then  these  powers  would  have  been  in  direct  derogation  of  the 
rights  reserved  by  the  States  that  granted  them.  Strict  construc- 
tion thus  is  a  logical  corollary  of  the  States'  Rights  theory. 

§  33.  "  Necessary  and  Proper." 

In  pursuance  of  the  foregoing  principles  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  has,  from  the  very  beginning,  declared  that 
the  powers  thus  impliedly  granted  the  General  Government  as 
necessary  and  proper  for  the  exercise  of  the  powers  expressly 
given,  are  to  be  liberally  construed.  The  words  **  necessary  and 
proper,"  it  was  early  held,  were  not  to  be  interpreted  as  endowing 
the  General  Government  simply  with  those  powers  indispensably 
necessary  for  the  exercise  of  its  express  powers,  but  as  equipping 
il^with.  any  and  ey^ry  autliority  the  exercise  of  which  may  in  any 
way  assist  the  Federal  Government  in  effecting  any  ^  the  pur- 
poses"fEie  attainmcnT^'which  is  within  its  constitutional  sphere. 
TteslnThej^ase  of. the  United  States  v.  Fisber,®  decided  in  1804, 
Ifarshall  declared :  "  It  would  be  incorrect  and  would  produce 
endless  difficulties  if  the  opinion  should  be  maintained  that  no 
law  was  authorized  which  was  not  indispensably  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  a  specified  power.  Where  various  systems  might  be 
adopted  for  that  purpose,  it  might  be  said  with  respect  to  each 
that  it  was  not  necessary  because  the  end  might  be  obtained  by 

«2  Cr.  358;  2  L.  ed.  304. 
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other  means.  Congress  might  possess  the  choice  of  means  which 
are  in  fact  conducive  to  the  exercise  of  a  power  granted  by  the 
Constitution." 

§  34.  McCulloch^.  Maryland. 

/ 

The  classic  statement,  howej^er,  of  the  scope  of  the  "  implied  " 
powers  of  Congress  is  of  course  that  made  by  Marshall  in  the 
opinion  which  he  rendered  in  McCulloch  v.  Maryland.L  In  that 
great  case,  the  Chief  Justice  says:  ^'  It  may  with  great  reason 
be  contended,  that  a  government,  entrusted  with  such  ample 
powers  [as  is  the  United  States]  on  the  due  execution  of  which 
the  happiness  and  prosiperity  of  the  Xation  so  vitally  depends, 
must  be  entrusted  with  ample  means  for  their  execution.  The 
power  being  given,  it  is  the  interest  of  the  Xation  to  facilitate 
its  execution.  It  can  never  be  their  interest,  and  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  their  intention,  to  stay  and  embarrass  its 
execution  by  withholding  the  most  appropriate  means." 

The  determination  of  what  are  appropriate  means  must,  Mar- 
shall goes  on  to  declare,  belong  to  the  government  which  is  to 
employ  them.  "  The  government  which  has  a  right  to  do  an  act, 
and  has  imposed  on  it  the  duty  of  performing  that  act,"  he  says, 
"must,  according  to  the  dictates  of  reason,  be  allowed  to  select 
the  means." 

To  the  argument  that  a  selected  means  must  be  an  indispens- 
able as  well  as  a  proper  one,  Marshall  replies:  "  Is  it  true  that 
this  is  the  sense  in  which  the  word  '  necessary '  is  always  used  ? 
Does  it  always  import  an  absolute  physical  necessity,  so  strong 
that  one  thing,  to  which  another  may  be  termed  necessary,  can- 
not exist  without  that  other  ?  We  think  it  does  not.  If  reference 
be  had  to  its  use,  in  the  common  affairs  of  the  world,  or  in  ap- 
proved authors,  we  find  that  it  frequently  imports  no  more  than 
that  one  thing  is  convenient  or  useful,  or  essential  to  another." 

Applying  this  interpretation  of  the  word  to  its  use  in  the  Con- 
stitution the  opinion  declares: 

74  Wh.  316;  4  L.  ed.  579. 
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"  The  subject  is  the  execution  of  those  great  powers  on  which 
the  welfare  of  a  nation  essaitially  (iei>encl8.  It  nmst  have  been 
the  intention  of  those  who  gave  these  powers,  to  insure,  as  far  as 
human  prudence  could  insure,  their  beneficial  execution.  This 
could  not  be  done  by  confiding  the  choice  of  means  to  such  narrow 
limits  as  not  to  leave  it  in  the  power  of  Congress  to  adopt  any  which 
might  be  appropriate,  and  which  were  conducive  to  the  end.  This 
provision  is  made  in  a  constitution  intended  to  endure  for  ages 
Ao  come,  and,  consequently,  to  be  adapted  to  the  various  crises  of 
human  affairs.  To  have  prescribed  the  means  by  which  govern- 
ment should,  in  all  future  time,  execute  its  powers,  would  have 
been  to  change,  entirely,  the  character  of  the  instrument,  and 
give  it  the  properties  of  a  legal,  code.  It  would  have  been  an 
unwise  attempt  to  provide,  by  immutable  rules,  for  exigencies 
which,  if  foreseen  at  all,  must  have  been  seen  dimly,  and  which 
can  be  best  provided  for  as  they  occur.  To  have  declared  that 
the  best  means  shall  not  be  used,  but  those  alone  without,  which 
the  power  given  would  be  nugatory,  would  have  been  to  deprive 
the  legislature  of  the  capacity  to  avail  itself  of  experience,  to  ex- 
ercise its  reason,  and  to  accommodate  its  legislation  to  circum- 
stances. If  we  apply  this  principle  of  construction  to  any  of  the 
powers  of  the  government,  we  shall  find  it  so  pernicious  in  its 
operation  that  we  shall  be  compelled  to  discard  it." 

In  conclusion  of  this  point,  the  Chief  Justice  says :  "  The  re- 
sult of  the  most  careful  and  attentive  consideration  bestowed  upon 
this  clause  is,  that  if  it  does  not  enlarge,  it  cannot  be  construed 
to  restrain  the  powers  of  Congress,  or  to  impair  the  right  of  the 
legislature  to  exercise  its  best  judgment  in  the  selection  of 
measures  to  carry  into  execution  the  constitutional  powers  of  the 
government.  If  no  other  motive  for  its  insertion  can  be  suggested, 
a  sufficient  one  is  found  in  the  desire  to  remove  all  doubts  respect- 
ing the  right  to  legislate  on  that  vast  mass  of  incidental  powers 
which  must  be  involved  in  the  Constitution,  if  that  instrument  be 
not  a  splendid  bauble.  AVe  admit,  as  all  must  admit,  that  the 
powers  of  the  government  are  limited,  and  that  its  limits  are  not 
to  be  transcended.     But  we  think  the  sound  construction  of  the 
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Constitutioii  must  allow  to  the  national  legislature  that  discre- 
tion, with  respect  to  the  means  by  which  the  powers  it  confers 
ixe  to  be  carried  into  exeeirtion,  which  will  enable  that  body  to 
perform  the  high  dntiee  assigned  to  it,  in  the  manner  most  bene- 
£eial  to  the  people.  Let  the  end  be  legitimate,  let  it  be  within 
the  6C0f>e  of  the  Constitution,  and  all  means  which  are  appro- 
priate, which  are  plainly  adapted  to  that  end,  which  are  not 
pr(^ibited,  but  consistent  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Con- 
Btitntion,  are  constitutional/* 

EeN-iewing  the  effect  of  this  decision,  it  is  seen  that  the 
words  "  and  proper "  as  used  in  the  phrase  ^'  necessary  and 
proper  "  are  construed  not  as  declaring  that  a  means  selected  by 
Congress  shall  be  proper  as  well  as  necessary  —  that  is,  indis- 
pensable—  for  carrying  into  effect  a  specified  power,  but  as  quali- 
fyrng  and  extending  the  force  of  "  necessary  "  so  as  to  render 
constitutional  the  selection  of  any  means  that  may  be  appropriate, 
that  is,  may  in  any  way  assist  the  General  Government  in  the 
exercise  of  its  constitutional  functions.  It  need  not  be  said,  of 
course,  that  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  particular 
means  selected  is  the  best  possible  means  that  might  have  been 
adopted,  is  one  for  Congress  to  ans^ver.  All  that  the  courts  have 
to  consider  in  passing  upon  its  constitutionality  is  as  to  whether 
it  is  calculated  in  any  appreciable  degree  to  advance  the  consti- 
tutional end  involved. 

One  further  fact  regarding  the  implied  powers  of  Congress  is 
to  be  noticed.  This  is  that  a  power  employed  as  incidental  to  the 
exercise  of  an  express  power  inay  be  used  free  from  the^limitation 
under  which  it  would  rest  if  exercised  as  an  express  power.  Thus, 
in  Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno®  and  Head  Money  Cases^  the  Supreme 
Court  decided  that  the  power  of  taxation  when  used  simply  as  a 
means  for  regulating  commerce  and  currency,  is  not  subject  to 
the  constitutional  limitations  under  which  it  would  rest  if  exer- 
cised for  the  purpose  of  raising  a  revenue.  In  the  Head  !^^oney 
Cases  the  court  declared,  relative  to  a  per  capita  tax  levied  by 

8  8  WaU.  533 ;  19  L.  ed.  482. 
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Congress  upon  persons,  not  citizens  of  the  United  States,  coming 
to  this  country:  "If  this  is  an  expedient  regulation  of  com- 
merce  by  Congress,  and  the  end  to  be  obtained  is  one  falling 
within  the  power,  the  act  is  not  void,  because,  within  a  loose 
and  more  extended  sense  than  was  used  in  the  Constitution^ 
it  is  called  a  tax.  In  the  case  of  Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno,  the  enor- 
mous  tax  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  circulation  of  state 
banks,  which  was  designed,  and  did  have  the  effect,  to  drive  all 
such  circulation  out  of  existence,  was  upheld  because  it  was  a 
means  properly  adopted  by  Congress  to  protect  the  currency  which 
it  had  created.  ...  It  was  not  subject,  therefore,  to  the  rules- 
which  would  invalidate  an  ordinary  tax  pure  and  simple." 

§  35.  Administrative  Necessity  as  a  Source  of  Federal  Power. 

Since  the  close  of  the  Civil  War  the  sovereignty  of  the  National 
Government  has  been  undisputed.  Starting  with  this  as  a  funda- 
mental  premise,  constitutional  development  of  the  last  forty  years 
has  been  in  the  direction  of  endowing  the  Federal  Government 
with  administrative  powers  adequate  for  the  accomplishment  of 
the  purposes  for  which  it  is  acknowledged  to  exist.  Just  as  the 
doctrine  of  implied  powers  has  been  used  to  broaden  the  scope  of 
federal  authority  at  the  expense  of  the  reserved  rights  of  the 
States,  80  the  principle  of  administrative  elBciency  has  been 
employed  to  permit  the  field  of  individual  rights  to  be  entered* 
Thus  in  a  remarkable  series  of  cases  the  courts  have  permitted 
the  exercise  by  federal  executive  oflicials  of  degrees  of  ad- 
ministrative discretion  that  would  have  startled  constitutional 
jurists  of  but  a  generation  ago. 

In  these  cases  the  Supreme  Court  has  frankly  argued  that 
where,  for  the  efficient  performance  of  the  administrative  duties 
laid  upon  the  General  Government,  it  is  necessary  that  an  admin- 
istrative order  should  take  the  place  of  a  judicial  process,  the 
private  rights  of  person  and  property  are  not  to  be  allowed  to 
stand  in  the  way.  In  Murray's  Lessee  v.  Iloboken*^  it  was  held 
that  an  administrative  officer  could  fix  finally,  without  judicial 
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review,  the  amount  due  the  Government  from  a  public  official, 
and  collect  it  by  a  distress  warrant. 

In  Springer  v.  United  States^^  the  power  of  the  Government 
to  collect  a  tax  by  a  sale  of  land  under  a  warrant  issued  by  the 
collector  was  upheld.  In  Smelting  Co.  v.  Kemp*^  the  adminis- 
trative decision  of  the  United  States  Land  Office  was  held  final 
as  to  the  facts  within  its  statutory  jurisdiction. 

The  power  of  the  Postmaster-General  to  exclude  from  the  postal 
service  the  mail  of  concerns  whose  business  he  deems  fraudulent 
has  been  sustained,  though,  by  the  statute  conferring  the  power, 
no  right  of  judicial  review  is  given.  The  Supreme  Court  say: 
"  If  the  ordinary  daily  transactions  of  the  Departments  which 
involve  an  interference  with  private  rights  were  required  to  be 
submitted  to  the  courts  before  action  was  finally  taken,  the  result 
would  entail  practically  a  suspension  of  some  of  the  most  im- 
portant functions  of  government."  ^^  In  Bartlett  v.  Kane^*  the 
court  refused  to  examine  the  correctness  of  an  appraisement  by  an 
administrative  officer  of  property  for  taxation,  saying :  "  The 
interposition  of  the  courts  in  the  appraisement  of  importations 
would  involve  the  collection  of  the  revenues  in  inextricable  con- 
fusion and  embarrassment."  Finally,  and  most  extreme  of  all, 
with  regard  to  the  exclusion  of  aliens,  it  has  been  held  that  an 
administrative  offix*er  may  decide  finally  whether  or  not  a  person  *^ 
claiming  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  is  in  fact  such,  and, 
therefore,  entitled  to  enter  this  country.*^  This  decision  Justice 
Brewer,  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  characterized  as  "  appalling;" 
but  there  is  little  chance  that  its  doctrine  will  be  disturbed  in 
subsequent  cases. ^* 

u  102  U.  S.  586;  26  L.  ed.  253. 

n  104  U.  S.  636;  26  L.  ed.  875. 

"Public  Clearing  House  v.  Coyne  (194  U.  S.  497;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  789; 
48  L.  ed.   1092). 

M  16  How.  263;  14  L.  ed.  931. 

15  United  States  v.  Ju  Toy  (198  U.  S.  253;  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  644;  49 
L.  ed.  1040). 

i<This  subject  of  the  conclusiveness  of  administrative  determinations  will 
receive  more  particular  treatment  in  chapter  LXIV. 
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In  a  manner  similar  to  that  in  which  the  Xational  Govemmc^ 
has  thus  by  Congress  and  the  Supreme  Court  been  equipped  with 
the  powers  necessary  for  the  eflScient  performance  of  the  admin- 
istrative duties  which  modern  industrial  and  commercial  condi- 
tions have  thrown  upon  it,  the  Supreme  Court  has,  upon  simple 
ground  of  necessity,  sanctioned  the  exercise  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment of  powers  requisite  to  meet  the  problems  assumed  by  it 
in  the  imperialistic  policy  upon  which  it  has  entered  since  the 
Spanish  war. 

In  De  Lima  v.  Bidwell "  the  power  of  the  United  States  over 
its  dependencies  was  declared  to  arise,  not  out  of  the  territorial 
clause,  but  from  the  necessities  of  the  case  and  from  the  inability 
of  the  States  to  act  on  the  subject.  In  Hawaii  v.  Mankichi^^ 
upon  similar  groimds  of  expediency  the  right  to  jury  trial  was 
asserted  not  to  have  been  extended  to  Hawaii,  although  by  joint 
resolution  Congress  had  declared  that  all  local  laws  inconsistent 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  should  have  no  force. 
In  Downes  v.  Bidwell  the  majority  justices.  Brown  excepted, 
argue  at  length  tlie  practical  necessity  of  conceding  to  the  General 
Government  the  power  of  annexing  foreign  territory  without  in- 
corporating it  into  the  United  States. 

L^pon  the  same  grounds  of  ex.pediency  and  practical  necessity 
the  Supreme  Court,  in  United  States  v.  Kagama,^^**  has  sustained 
the  continued  exclusive  control  of  the  Federal  Government  over 
the  Indians,  even  though  their  tribal  autonomy  is  no  longer  re- 
spected by  Congress. 

§  36.  International  Sovereignty  and  Responsibility  as  a  Source 
of  Implied  Powers. 

Starting  from  the  premise  that  in  all  that  pertains  to  inter- 
national relations  the  United  States  appears  as  a  single  sovereign 
nation,  and  that  upon  it  rests  the  constitutional  duty  of  meeting 
all  international  responsibilities,  the  Supreme  Court  has  deduced 

17  182  U.  S.  1 ;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  743;  45  L.  ed.  1041. 
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(-caTespon<inig  iedcral  powers.  In  Fong  Yue  Ting  v.  Tlnited 
States^®  that  court  «ay:  *'  The  United  States  are  a  sovereign  and 
inde^pendent  nation,  and  are  i^e^ted  hy  the  Oonstitution  with  the 
entire  control  of  international  relations,  and  with  all  the  powers 
of  government  neoeseary  to  maintain  that  control  and  to  make  it 
effective.^'  , 

Thus,  from  this  general  ^source  has  been  deduced  the  implied 
power  of  the  United  States  to  punish  the  counterfeiting  in  this 
eoBntry  of  the  securities  e^  foreign  ooontries,  the  authority  to 
imiiex  by  ^atute  unoccupied  territory,  "to  establish  in  foreign 
countnes  judicial  tribunals,  to  lease  and  administer  foreign  terri- 
tiyiy,  to  include  or  to  expel  from  our  ehores  undesirable  aHene, 
«nd  in  general  to  exercise  by  treaty  or  statute  all  those  powers 
properly  to  be  embraced  under  the  term  "  foreign  relations " 
which  other  sovereign  States  possess.  The  extent  of  the  authority 
of  the  United  States  under  its  treaty-making  powers  will  re- 
ceive special  treatment  in  a  later  chapter.  It  is  sufficient  to 
point  out  in  this  jflaee  that  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  have 
established  the  doctrine  that  in  the  -exercise  of  its  treaty-making 
powers,  and  in  fulfilling  its  international  responsibilities,  the 
United  States  may  exercise  regulative  control  over  matters  which 
are  not  within  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  and  which  are  in 
general  reserved  to  the  States.  In  short,  it  may  be  ^ated  as  an 
established  principle  of  our  constitutional  law  that  the  supreme 
purpose  of  our  Constitution  is  the  establishment  and  maintenance 
rf  -a  State  whicTi  shall  be  nationally  and  internationally  a  sover- 
cSgn  body,  tind,  therefore,  fhat  all  the  limitations  of  the  Con- 
jrtittrtion,  express  and  implied,  whether  Telating  to  the  reserwd 
Tights  of  the  States  or  to  the  liberties  of  the  individual,  are  to 
be  conBtmed  as  sulwervient  to  this  one  great  fact. 

f  tf.  Sestftting  ¥oma%. 

The  two  preceding  sections  have  shown  l!hat  fhe  doctrine  cff 
impKed  powers  is  sufficiently  broad  to  justify  the  exercise  Vf  the 
IFederal  Government  of  powers  not  dednced  from  specific  grants 
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of  authority,  but  from  the  general  fact  that  the  United  States  is, 
with  reference  to  its  own  citizens  and  its  constituent  Common- 
wealths, a  fully  sovereign  national  State,  and,  with  reference  to 
other  States,  a  political  power  equipped  with  all  the  authority 
possessed  by  other  independent  States.  Story  in  his  Commevr 
taries  describes  as  "  Resulting  Powers "  these  federal  powers 
which  result  from  the  aggregate  authority  of  the  General  Govern- 
ment. That  federal  authority  may  be  deduced  from  this  general 
source  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  trace  back  every  one  of  its  powers  to  some  single  grant  of 
authority,  was  early  stated  by  Marshall  in  Cohens  v.  Virginia.^ 
In  that  case  ne  said :  "  It  is  to  be  observed  that  it  is  not  indis- 
pensable to  the  existence  of  every  power  claimed  for  the  Federal 
Government  that  it  can  be  found  specified  in  the  words  of 
the  Constitution,  or  clearly  and  directly  traceable  to  some  one  of 
the  specified  powers.  Its  existence  may  be  deduced  fairly  from 
more  than  one  of  the  substantive  powers  expressly  defined,  or 
from  them  all  combined.  It  is  allowable  to  group  together  any 
number  of  them  and  to  infer  from  them  all  that  the  power  claimed 
has  been  conferred."  And  later  in  the  same  opinion  he  says: 
*^And  it  is  of  importance  to  observe  that  Congress  has  often  exer- 
cised, without  question,  powers  that  are  not  expressly  given  nor 
ancillary  to  any  single  enumerated  po,wer." 

§  38.  Inherent  Sovereign  Powers. 

Sometimes  confused  with,  but  quite  distinct  from  the  doctrine 
which  ascribes  to  the  Federal  Government  plenary  authority  in 
matters  international,  and  quite  different  also  from  the  doctrine 
of  resulting  powers  is  that  theory  which  argues  the  possession 
generally  by  the  United  States  of  "  inherent "  sovereign  powers 
—  that  is,  powers  not  regarded  as  implied  in  express  grants  of 
authority  whether  singly  or  collectively  considered,  but  as  flowing 
directly  from  the  simple  fact  of  national  sovereignty.  The  two 
former  doctrines  are  fairly  deducible  from  the  doctrine  of  im- 
plied powers.      The   latter   doctrine,   upon  the  contrary,   would 
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derive  federal  authority  not  from  powers  expressly  granted,  but 
:from  an  abstraction,  and  would,  at  a  stroke,  equip  the  Federal 
Government  with  every  power  possessed  by  any  other  sovereign 
State." 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  constitutional  unsoundness, 
as  well  as  of  the  revolutionary  character,  of  the  theory  thus 
advanced.  To  accept  it  would  be  at  once  jto  overturn  the  long 
line  of  decisions  that  have  held  the  United  States  Government 
to  be  one  of  limited,  enumerated  powers.  Taney  in  denying  the 
President  the  right  to  authorize  a  suaipension  of  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  explicitly  repudiated  the  doctrine.  "  Nor  can  any  argu- 
ment be  drawn,''  he  said,  "  from  the  nature  of  sovereignty,  or  the 
necessities  of  government  for  self-defense  in  times  of  tumult  and 

A  This  theory  has  played  a  certain  part  in  our  constitutional  history  for 
many  years,  and  was  especially  pressed  during  the  period  following  the 
Spanish- American  War  and  before  the  decision  of  the  recent  Insular  Cases. 
Thus,  Senator  Piatt  of  Connecticut  declared  in  the  Senate,  December  19,  1808, 
that  the  United  States  "  possesses  every  sovereign  power  not  reserved  in  its 
Constitution  to  the  States  or  to  the  people ;  that  the  right  to  acquire  territory 
was  not  reserved,  and  is,  therefore,  an  inherent  sovereign  right;  that  it  is  a 
right  upon  which  there  is  no  limitation  and  with  regard  to  which  there  is  no 
qualification,  that  in  certain  instances  the  right  may  be  inferred  from  specific 
clauses  in  the  Constitution  but  that  it  exists  independent  of  the  clauses;  that 
in  the  right  to  acquire  territory  is  found  the  right  to  govern  it;  that  as  the 
right  to  acquire  is  a  sovereign  and  inherent  right,  the  right  to  rule  is  a 
sovereign  right  not  limited  in  the  Constitution."  Congressional  Record, 
XXXII,  No.  n,  pp.  321-3. 

So  also.  Senator  Foraker  of  Ohio  declared  in  the  Senate,  July  1,  1898,  in 
response  to  a  question  as  to  the  constitutional  source  whence  he  derived  the 
power  of  the  United  States  to  annex  foreign  territory,  that  "  the  power  was 
to  be  found  inherent  in  our  sovereignty  —  attached  to  it  necessarily  as  a  part 
of  our  sovereignty  as  a  nation,"  and  **  was  also  to  be  found  in  the  Constitu- 
tion —  expressly  conferred  upon  Congress  by  that  provision  of  the  Constitution 
which  authorizes  Congress  to  provide  for  the  general  welfare."  When  asked 
if  he  called  this  doctrine  the  "higher  law,"  he  replied:  "The  proposition  is 
that  it  is  inherent  in  sovereignty  to  do  whatever  sovereignty  may  see  fit  to  do, 
and  among  other  things  to  acquire  territory." 

Of  substantially  the  same  character  are  the  arguments  of  Gardiner  {Our 
Right  to  Acquire  and  Bold  Foreign  Territory ,  Putnams*,  1899),  and  of 
Magoon,  Law  Officer,  War  Department  {Report  on  the  Legal  Status  of  the 
Territory  and  Inhabitants  of  the  Islands  Acquired  by  the  United  States  during 
the  War  with  Spain,    Doc.  234,  56th  Cong.,  Ist  Session). 
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dangfiE.  The  GrCFV'ennnent  of  the  United  States  is  one  of  dele- 
gated and  limited  powers.  It  derives  its  existence  and  authority 
altogether  from  the  Constitution  and  neither  of  its  branches  can 
exercise  any  of  the  powers  of  government  beyond  those  si^ecified 
and  grants."  ^ 

Unfortunately,  however,  the  Supreme  Court  has  not  always 
Ibeen  as  careful  as  it  might  have  been  in  repudiating  the  argu- 
ment based  upon  the  inherent  sovereign  rights  of  the  National 
Government  Although  it  has  never  explicitly  justified  the  exer- 
cise of  a  power  by  the  Federal  Government  upon  this  ground,  it 
lias,  obiter,  several  times  used  language  suggesting  its  validity.^ 

^  Ex  parte  Merryman   (Campbell's  Reports,  240). 

win  the  Xegal  Tender  Cases  (12  Wall.  457;  20  L.  ed.  287),  Justice  Bradley 
-atffi^  "The  United  States  is  not  only  a  Government  but  it  is  a  National 
Ooverimient,  and  the  only  government  in  this  country  that  has  the  character 
of  nalionsii^.  It  is  invested  with  power  over  all  tlie  foreign  relations  of  the 
country,  war,  peace^^^d  negotiations  and  intercourse  with  other  nations;  all 
of  which  are  iorbidden  to  the  state  governments.  .  .  .  Such  being  the  char- 
acter of  the  General  Government  it  seems  to  be  a  self-evident  proposition  that 
it  is  in'cested  with  all  those  inherent  and  imji^ied  powers  which,  at  tlie  time  of 
£Ldopthyg  the  Constitution,  were  generally  considered  to  belong  to  every  govern- 
JBent  AS  such,  iind  as  being  essential  to  the  exercise  of  its  functions.  If  thia 
proposition  be  not  true,  it  certainly  is  true  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
£iates  has  express  authority  in  the  clause  Jast  quoted,  to  make  aU  such  laws 
(uBuaUy  r^parded  as  inherent  and  implied)  as  may  be  necessary  and  proper 
for  carrying  on  the  government  aa  constituted  and  vindicating  ita  authority 
and  existence." 

In  Uiiited  States  v.  Jones  (109  U.  S.  513;  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  34<S;  27  L.  ed. 
1015)  the  po¥iKr  of  eminent  domain  was  declared  to  be  possessed  by  the  United 
States  as  an  *'  incident  of  sovereignty,"  and  because  it  "  belongs  to  every 
independent  government." 

In  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  v.  United  States  ( 136  U.  S.  I ;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
7d2;  ^  Xu  ed.  478)  "  the  power  to  make  acquisitions  of  territory  by  conquest, 
t^  treaty,  snd  by  cesaion  "  was  declared  to  be  poeseased  by  the  United  States, 
not  from  any  express  or  otherwise  implied  power,  but  because  these  are  "  aai 
incident  of  national  aovereignty." 

In  Fong  Yue  Ting  v.  United  States  (149  U.  6.  698;  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1016; 
^7  L.  ed.  905)  ''the  right  to  exclude  or  «xpel  all  aliens,  or  any  class  of  aliens, 
absolutely  or  upon  certain  conditions  in  war  or  in  peace,"  waa  declared  to 
belong  to  the  United  States  as  "an  inherent  and  inalienable  right  of  e^ery 
aover^ign  and  independent  nation,  essential  to  its  aalety,  its  indepeadenoe,  and 
its  welfare." 
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These  dicta  which  are  cited  in  the  footnote,  if  taken,  by  them- 
aelTee  might  aeem  to  indicate  the  ace^tance  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  doctrine  of  inherent  sovereign  powers  of  the  Genend 
Grovernment.  An  examination  of  the  cases  in  which  tfaej  were 
delivered  discloses,  however,  that  ia  eack  instance  thej  were 
obiter,  the  power  that  was  sustained  being  actually  justified  a»  a 
resulting  or  implied  power.  In  the  recent  Insular  Cases  the  doe- 
trine  was  strongly  mged  upon  the  court  but  received  no  oounte- 
nance;  and  in  Kansas  v.  Colorado,^  a  case  dedded  in  1^7,  in 
which  the  doctrine  was  set  up  in  a  somewhat  disguised  ferm,  the 
court  was  emphatic  in  its  repudiation.^ 

24  206  U.  S.  46;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  655;  51  L.  ed.  956. 

»  After  referring  to  the  absence  of  power  in  the  Federal  Government  to  con- 
trol private  property  in  the  States,  Justice  Brewer,  who  rendered  the  opinioB 
of  the  court,  said:  "Appreciating  the  force  of  this,  counsel  for  the  govern- 
ment relics  upon  *  the  doctrine  of  sovereign  and  inherent  power;*  adding,  *I 
am  aware  that  in  advancing  this  doctrine  I  seem  to  challenge  great  decisions 
of  the  court,  and  I  speak  with  deference.*  His  argument  runs  subetantialljr 
along  this  line:  All  legislative  power  must  be  vested  in  eitlier  the  state  or 
the  national  govemraent;  no  legislative  powers  belong  to  a  state  governrnjent 
other  than  those  which  affect  solely  the  internal  affairs  of  that  Stater  conwe- 
quently  all  powers  which  are  national  in  their  scope  must  be  found  vwterf 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  But  the  proposition  that  there  are 
legislative  powers  affecting  the  Nation  as  a  whole  which  belong  to,  although 
not  expressed  in  the  grant  of  powers,  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  doctrine 
that  this  is  a  government  of  enumerated  powers.  That  this  is  such  a  govern- 
ment clearly  appears  from  the  Constitution,  independently  of  the  Amendments^ 
lor  otherwise  there  would  be  an  instrument  granting  certain  specified  things 
made  operative  to  grant  oth«r  and  distinct  things.  This  natural  constmctioit 
of  the  original  body  of  the  Constitution  is  made  absolutely  certain  by  the  Tenth 
Amendment.  This  Amendment,  which  was  seemingly  adopted  with  prescience 
of  just  such  contention  as  the  present,  disclosed  the  widespread  fear  that  the 
National  GJovernment  might,  under  the  pressure  of  a  supposed  general  welfare, 
attempt  to  exercise  powers  which  had  not  been  granted.  With  equal  deters 
mination  the  framers  intended  that  no  such  assumption  should  ever  fincf 
jnstification  in  the  organic  act,  and  that  if  in  the  firture,  further  powers 
seemed  necessary,  they  should  be  granted  by  the  people  in  the  maimer  they 
had  provided  for  amending  that  act.  It  reads:  *The  powers  not  diefegated  to 
the  United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  States,  are 
reserved  to  the  States  respectively,  or  to  the  people.'  The  argument  of  counsef 
ignores  the  principal  factor  in  this  article,  to  wit,  *the  people.'  Its  principal 
purpose  was  not  the  distribution  of  power  between  the  United  States  and  the 
States,  but  a  reservation  to  tlie  people  of  all  powers  not  granted.    The  ppe^ 
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§  39.  Express  Limitations  Upon  the  Federal  Government 

The  express  limitations  upou  the  powers  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment are  in  part  limitations  upon  the  maimer  of  exercise  of 
powers  expressly  given,  as,  for  example,  that  direct  taxes  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  according  to  their  respective 
populations,  that  naturalization,  bankruptcy,  and  tariff  laws  shall 
be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States,  etc. ;  and  in  part  absolute 
prohibitions  upon  the  exercise,  in  any  manner,  of  the  .powers 
specified.  These  absolute  prohibitions  are  to  be  found,  in  the 
main,  in  Section  9  of  Article  I  and  in  the  first  eight  Amendments. 

From  the  very  first  it  has  been  construed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
that  the  prohibitions  contained  in  these  Amendments  apply  only 
to  the  United  States.    This  was  first  authoritatively  declared  by 

Marshall  in  the  case  of  Barron  v.  Baltimore^  decided  in  1833. 

■ 

amble  of  the  Constitution  declares  who  framed  it, —  *we,  the  people  of  the 
United  States,*  not  the  people  of  one  State,  but  the  people  of  all  the  States; 
and  Article  10  reserves  to  the  people  of  all  the  States  the  powers  not  deleigated 
to  the  United  States.  The  powers  affecting  the  internal  affairs  of  the  jStates 
not  granted  to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to 
the  States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respectively,  and  all  the  powers  of  a 
national  character  which  are  not  delegated  to  the  National  Government  by  the 
Constitution  are  reserved  to  the  people  of  the  United  States.  The  people  who 
adopted  the  Constitution  knew  that  in  the  nature  of  the  things  they  could  not 
foresee  all  the  questions  which  might  arise  in  the  future,  all  the  circumstances 
which  might  call  for  the  exercise  of  further  national  powers  than  those 
granted  to  the  United  States,  and,  after  making  provision  for  an  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  by  which  any  needed  additional  powers  would  be  granted, 
they  reserved  to  themselves  all  powers  not  so  delegated.  1  his  Article  10  is  not 
to  be  shorn  of  its  meaning  by  any  narrow  or  technical  construction  but  is  to 
be  considered  fairly  and  liberally  so  as  to  give  effect  to  its  scope  and  meaning." 
Mr.  C.  J.  Tiedeman  in  his  work  The  Umcrittcn  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  raises  the  point  whether  a  correct  interpretation  of  the  Tenth  Amend- 
ment would  not  give  to  the  National  Government  those  powers  the  exercise  of 
which  is  prohibited  to  the  States,  but  which  are  neither  prohibited  nor  dele- 
gated to  the  General  Government.  His  claim  is  that  the  General  Government 
should  be  construed  to  have  those  powers,  for,  he  argues,  the  powers  must  rest 
somewhere;  they  are  expressly  prohibited  to  the  States,  and,  therefore,  they 
must  be  possessed  by  the  Nation.  The  advantage  which  he  conceives  would 
follow  from  an  acceptance  of  this  principle  would  be  the  avoidance  in  many 
cases  of  resorting  to  an  undue  straining  of  the  doctrine  of  implied  powers  in 
order  to  enable  the  General  Government  to  exercise  an  authority  essential  to 
its  welfare  but  not  expressly  delegated  to  it. 
ae  7  Pet.  243 ;  8  L.  ed.  672. 
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In  his  opinion  rendered  in  that  case,  Marshall  said :  ^^  The 
plaintiff  •  •  •  insists  that  the  [Fifth]  Amendment  being 
in  favor  of  the  liberty  of  the  citizen,  ought  to  be  so  construed 
as  to  restrain  the  legislative  power  of  a  State  as  well  as  that 
of  the  United  States.  The  question  thus  presented  is,  we  think, 
of  great  importance,  but  not  of  much  difficulty.  The  Consti- 
tution was  ordained  and  established  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States  for  themselves,  for  their  own  government,  and  not  foi*  the 
government  of  the  individual  States.  Each  State  established  a 
Constitution  for  itself,  and  in  that  Constitution,  provided  such 
limitations  and  restrictions  on  the  powers  of  its  particular  govern- 
ment as  its  judgment  dictated.  The  people  of  the  United  States 
framed  next  a  government  for  the  United  States  as  they  supposed 
best  adapted  to  their  situation,  and  best  calculated  to  promote 
their  interests.  The  powers  to  be  conferred  on  the  Government 
were  to  be  exercised  by  itself;  and  the  limitations  on  power,  if 
expressed  in  general  terms,  are  naturally,  and  we  think  neces- 
sarily, applicable  to  the  government  created  by  the  instrument 
They  are  limitations  of  power  granted  in  the  instrument  itself, 
and  not  of  distinct  governments  framed  by  different  persons  and 
for  different  purposes.'* 

The  correctness  of  this  decision  has  never  been  questioned 
either  by  the  federal  or  the  state  courts.  However,  as  we  shall 
notice  in  a  later  chapter,  the  argument  has  been  made,  but  not 
accepted  as  valid  by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  the  clause  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  which  provides  that  "  No  State  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,"  should  be  so  con- 
strued  as  to  render  the  provisions  of  the  first  eight  Amendments 
operative  upon  the  States. 

In  r^ard  to  these  first  eight  Amendments  it  has  sometimes  been 
said  that  it  was  only  an  excess  of  caution  that  required  their 
incorporation  in  the  federal  Constitution.  Inasmuch  as  the 
United  States  was  to  have  only  the  powers  expressly  or  impliedly 
given  it,  it  has  been  asserted  that  the  General  Government  would 
have  been,  in  the  absence  of  such  express  limitations,  without 
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tfta  autboirity  to  exercise  the  powers^  i^^  these  Amendmentef 
enumerate;^  A  consideration,  however,  of  the  construction  whicli 
several  of  the  provisions  of  these  Amendments  have  received*, 
especially  during'  recent  years,  will,  rt  is  believed,  mate  it  evident 
that  these  express  limitations  npon  the  Federal  Government  hav^ 
been  of  considerable  importance.^ 

§  40.  Implied  Limitations  Upon  the  Fedferal  Government. 

The  im])lied  limitations  upon  the  Federal  Government  are: 
first,  those  implied  in  the  express  limit-ations ;  and  second,  those 
which  arise  from  the  general  nature  of  the  American  federal 
State.  The  Constitution.  looks  to  a.  pre&ervatioii.  of  the  several 
States  in  the  administrxttive  autonomy  that  is  allotted,  to  thein^ 
and  from  this  is  deduced  the  prinoiple  that  the  Federal  Qov.«mr 
ment  may  not^  unless-  it  be  absolutely  neceseary  to  its  own.  effir 
cienoy,  interfere  with  the  free  operation,  of  state  governmenta 
either  by  way  of  itnpoang'.  upon  them^  the  performance  of  dirtiaa^ 
or  of  unduly  restraining  their  freedom  of  aotioni  by"  way  of^  tKxar 
tion  or  otherwise. 

27  Indeed,  in  the  eyes  of  some,,  of  Hamilton  at  least,  there  were  affirmative 
reasons  why  these  limitations  should  not  be  expressly  stated.  In  The  Federalist, 
JSos  S4)  after  showing'  that  Bills  of:  Rights  were  "  stipiilationa-  between  Kixig» 
and  tlieir  si^jects,  abridgementa  of,  prerogative  in  favor  of  privilege,-  reser.va- 
tions  of  rights  not  surrendered  to  the  prince,'*  whereas  in  constitiitions  "  the 
people  in  reality'  surrendered  nothing,"  Hamilton  proceeds:  "  I  go  further  and 
affirm  that  billfr  of  rights,  in  the  sense  and  to  the  extent  they  are  contended 
for,  are  not  only  unnecessary  in  the  proposed  Constitution,  but  would  even  be 
dangerous.  They  would  contain  various  exceptions  to  powers  not  granted; 
and  on  this  very  aceount,  would  afford  a  colorable  pretext  to  claim  more  than 
were  granted.  For  why  declare  that  things  shall  not  be  done  which  there  is- 
no  power  to  do?  Why,  for  instance,  should  it  be  said,  that  the  liberty  of  the 
press  shall  not  be  restrained,  when  no  power  is  given  by  which  restrictions 
may  be  imposed?  .  .  .  ^len  disposed  to  usurp  .  .  .  might  urge  with  a 
semblance  of  reason,  that  the  Constitution  ought  not  to  he  charged  with  the 
absurdity  of  providing  against  the  abuse  of  an  authority  which  was  not  given 
and  that  the  provision  against  the  liberty  of  tlie  press  afforded  a  clear  implica* 
tion,  that  a  right  to  prescribe  proper  regulations  concerning  it,,  was  intended 
to  be  vested  in  the  National  Government.*' 

2»See  chapter  XLV. 
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The  prbiciplea  govemiDg  the  deduction  of  implied'  from 
expeesft  limifaripng  iipoa  the  Federal  Government  are  the  same 
aB  those  appUoable  to  the  construction  of  implied  powers* 

In  Fail-bank  v»  United  States^"  the  court  say :  ^  We  are  not 
here  confronted  with  a  questiim  of  the^  extent  of  the  powers 
of  Congress,  but  one  of  the  limitations-  imposed  by  the 
Constitution  on  its  action^  and  it  seems  to  us^  clear  that 
the  same  rule  and  spirit  of  construction  must  also  be 
recognized.  If  powers  granted  are  to  be  taken  as  broadly 
granted  and  as  carrying  with  them  authority  to  pass  those 
acts  which  may  be  reasonaJbly  necessary  to  carry  them  into  full 
execution;  ia  other  words,  if  the  Constitution  in  its  grant  of 
powers  is  to  be  so  construed  that  Congress  shall  be  able  to  carry 
into  full  eflFect  the  powers  granted,  it  is  equally  imperative  that^ 
where  prohibition  or  limitation  is  placed  upon  the  power  of  Con-- 
gross,  that  prohibitioiL  or  limitation  should  be  enforced  in  its 
spirit  smd  to  its  entirety.  It  would  be  a  strange  rule  of  construc- 
tion that  language  granting  powers  is  to  be  liberally  construed, 
and  that  language  of  restriction  is^  to  be  narrowly  and  technically 
construed.  Especially  is  this  true  when,  in  respect  to  grants  of 
powers,  there,  is,  as  heretofore  noticed,  the  help  found  in  the  last 
clause  of  the  eighth  section,  and  no  such  helping  clause  in  respect 
to  prohibitions  and  limitations.  The  true  spirit  of  constitutional, 
interpretation  in  both  directions  is  to  give  full,  liberal  construc- 
tion to  the  language,  aiming  ever  to  show  fidelity  to  the  spirit 
and  purpose/^ 

§  41.  Elxclusive  and  Concurrent  Federal  Powers; 

The  l^islative  powers  possessed  by  the  Federal  Government 
may  be  divided  into  two  classes;  the  one  embracing  those  powers 
the  exercise  of  which  is  exclusively  vested  in  the  General  Govern- 
ment; the  other  tliose  which,  in  default  of  federal  exercise,  may 
be  employed  by  the  States. 

Some  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  Constitution  to  the  General 
Government  are  expressly  denied  to  the  States.     As  to  the  ex- 


»181  U.  S.  283;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  64S;  45  L.  ed.  862. 
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elusive  character  of  the  federal  jurisdiction  over  these  there  can- 
not be,  of  course,  any  question.  It  has,  however,  been  often  a 
matter  difficult  of  determination  whether  or  not  various  of  the 
powers  given  to  the  United  States,  but  not  expressly  made  ex- 
clusive, or  denied  to  the  States,  are  so  exclusively  subject  to 
federal  control  that  the  exercise  of  them  by  the  States  is  under 
no  circumstances  permissible.  Shortly  stated,  the  principle  that 
the  Supreme  Court  has  laid  down  for  determining  this  question 
in  each  particular  case  as  it  has  arisen  has  been  the  following: 
As  regards  generally  the  powers  granted  to  the  National  Govern- 
ment there  is  a  difference  between  those  which  are  of  such  a 
character  that  the  exercise  of  them  by  the  States  would  be,  under 
any  circumstances,  inconsistent  with  the  general  theory  or 
national  polity  of  the  Constitution,  and  those  not  of  such  a  char- 
acter. As  regards  this  latter  class,  the  Supreme  Court  has  held 
that  as  long  as  Congress  does  not  see  fit  to  exercise  them,  the 
States  may  do  so.  Laws  thus  passed  by  the  States  are,  however, 
of  course  subject  to  suspension  at  any  time  by  the  enactment  by 
Congress  of  laws  governing  the  same  subjects.^ 

In  the  early  case  of  Sturges  v.  Crowninshield  ®^  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  in  reference  to  the  matter  of  bankruptcy,  laid 
down  the  distinction  between  the  exclusive  and  concurrent 
powers  of  the  Federal  Government,  in  the  following  language: 
"  When  the  American  people  created  a  national  legislature, 
with  certain  enumerated  powers,  it  was  neither  necessary  nor 
proper  to  define  the  powers  retained  by  the  States.  These 
powers  proceed,  not  from  the  people  of  America,  but  from 
the  people  of  the  several  States;  and  remain,  after  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution,  what  they  were  before,  except  so  far  as  they 
may  be  abridged  by  that  instrument.  In  some  instances,  as  in 
making  treaties,  we  find  an  express  prohibition;  and  this  shows 
the  sense  of  the  convention  to  have  been  that  the  mere  grant  of 

80  By  the  enactment  of  a  federal  law  a  state  law  governing  the  same  subject 
is  not  nullified  but  merely  suspended  during  the  existence  of  the  federal 
statute.  Upon  the  repeal  of  the  federal  statute,  the  state  law  again  operates 
without  any  re-enactment  by  the  State. 

Ji  4  Wh.  122 ;  4  L.  ed.  529. 
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a  power  to  Congress  did  not  imply  a  prohibition  on  the  States  to 
exercise  the  same  power.  But^t  has  never  been  supposed  that  this 
concurrent  power  of  legislation  extended  to  every  .possible  case  in 
which  its  exercise  by  the  States  has  not  been  expressly  prohibited. 
The  confusion  resulting  from  such  a  practice  would  be  endless. 
The  principle  laid  down  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  this 
respect,  is  undoubtedly  correct  Whenever  the  terms  in  which  a 
power  is  granted  by  Congress,  or  the  nature  of  the  power  required 
that  it  should  be  exercised  exclusively  by  Congress,  the  subject  is 
as  completely  taken  from  the  state  legislatures  as  if  they  had  been 
expressly  forbidden  to  act  on  it" 

The  principle  thus  stated  by  Marshall  is  a  simple  and  rational 
one,  and  has  never  been  departed  from  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
though  that  court  has  at  times  varied  in  its  judgment  whether  the 
nature  of  a  given  power  is  such  as  to  preclude  state  action  in  the 
absence  of  congressional  regulation. 

In  Houston  v.  Moore^  Justice  Johnson  says :  "  The  Con- 
stitution containing  a  grant  of  powers  in  many  instances 
similar  to  those  already  existing  in  the  state  governments, 
and  some  of  those  being  of  vital  importance  also  to  state 
authority  and  state  legislation,  it  is  not  to  be  admitted  that  the 
mere  grant  of  such  powers  in  affirmative  terms  to  Congress,  does, 
per  se,  transfer  an  exclusive  sovereignty  on  such  subjects  to  the 

* 

latter.  On  the  contrary,  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  that  instru- 
ment necessarily  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  powers  so  granted 
are  never  exclusive  of  similar  powers  existing  in  the  States,  unlesS 
where  the  Constitution  has  expressly,  in  terms,  given  an  exclu- 
sive power  to  Congress,  or  the  exercise  of  a  like  power  is  pro- 
hibited to  the  States,  or  there  is  a  direct  repugnancy  or  incom- 
patibility in  the  exercise  of  it  by  the  States.  The  example  of  the 
first  class  is  to  be  found  in  the  exclusive  legislation  delegated  to 
Congress  over  places  purchased  by  the  consent  of  the  legislature 
of  the  State  in  which  the  same  shall  be,  for  forts,  arsenals,  dock- 
yards, etc. ;  of  the  second  class,  the  prohibition  of  a  state  to  coin 
money  or  emit  bills  of  credit ;  of  the  third  class,  as  this  court  have 

»  5  Wh.  1 ;  5  L.  ed.  19. 
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already  held,  tlie  power  to  establish  a  uniform  rule  of  naturaliza- 
tion (Chirac  v.  Chirac,  2  \Vk  252;  4  L.  ed.  2^4)  and  the  dele- 
gation of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction  (Martin  y.  Hunter, 
1  Wh.  504;  4  L.  ed.  97 j.  In  all  other  cases  not  falling  within 
the  classes  already  mentioned,  it  seems  unquestionabie  that  the 
States  retain  concurrent  authority  with  Congress,  not  only  upon 
the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Eleventh  [Tenth  i]  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution,  but  upon  the  soundest  principles  of  general  rea- 
soning." 

So,  later,,  in  Cooley  v.  Board  of  Wardens^  the  court  declare: 
"  The  grant  of  commercial  power  to  Congress  does  not  contain 
any  terms  which  expressly  exclude  the  States  from  exercising  an 
authority  over  its  subject-matter.  If  they  are  excluded  it  must 
be  because  the  nature  of  the  power  thus  granted  to  Congress 
requires  that  a  similar  authority  should  not  exist  in  the  States." 

Still  later,  in  Cardwell  v.  American  Kiver  Bridge  Co.,^  the 
court,  after  quoting  a  nimiber  of  cases,  say:  '^  These  eases 
illustrate  the  general  doctrine  now  fully  recognized,  that  the 
commercial  power  of  Congress  is  exclusive  of  state  authority 
only  when  the  subjects  upon  which  it  is  exerted  are  national 
in  their  character  and  admit  and  require  uniformity  of  regu- 
lations affecting  alike  all  the  States,  and  that  when  the  sub- 
jects within  that  power  are  local  in  their  nature  or  operation,  or 
constitute  mere  aids  to  commerce,  the  States  may  provide  for 
their  regulation  and  management  until  Congress  intervenes  and 
supersedes  their  action/' 

Applying  this  principle  the  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  the 
States  may  legislate  regarding  such  matters  as  pilotage,  wharves, 
harbors,  etc. ;  but  may  not,  even  though  Congress  has  not  acted, 
take  any  steps  that  in  effect  will  operate  to  hinder  or  regulate  t;he 
carrying  on  of  interstate  commerce  itself.  "The  power  of  Con- 
gi'ess,''  the  court  has  said  in  Brown  v.  Houston,^^  "  is  certainly  so 
far  exclusive  that  no  State  has  power  to  make  any  law  or  regula- 

33  12  How.  299;   13  L.  «k1.  99G. 

84  113  U.  S.  20o:  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  423;  28  L.  ed.  959. 

85  114  U.  S.  622;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1091;  29  U  ed.  257. 
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tion  which  will  affect  the  full  ^d  unrestrained  intercourse  and 
trade  between  the  States,  as  Congress  has  left  it,  or  which  will  im* 
pose  any  discriminating  burden  or  tax  u|K)n  the  citizens  or  prod- 
ucts of  other  States  ooming  or  brought  within  its  jurisdiction.  All 
laws  and  regulations  are  restricted  by  natural  freedom  to  some 
extent^  and  where  no  regulation  is  imposed  by  the  government 
which  has  the  exclusive  power  to  regulate,  it  is  an  indication  of 
its  win  that  the  matter  shall  be  left  free.  So  long  as  Congress 
does  not  pass  any  law  to  regulate  commeroe  among  the  several 
States,  it  thereby  indicates  its  will  that  the  commerce  shall  be 
free  and  untrammeled,  and  any  regulation  of  the  subject  by  the 
State  is  repugnant  to  such  freedom."  ^ 

St  For  a  fiiU  discussion  of  the  concurrent  legislative  powers  of  the  States 
with  reference  to  interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  tee  chapter  XX.II.  For  a 
further  discussion  of  concurrent  powers  with  reference  to  the  federal  control 
of  elections,  see  chapter  XXXVIII. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

THE  SUPREMACY  OF  FEDERAL  AUTHORITY. 

§  42.  Federal  Supremacy. 

The  supremacy  of  the  Federal  Government,  when  operating 
within  its  constitutional  sphere,  over  all  persons  and  bodies  politic 
within  its  territorial  limits,  is  no  longer  open  to  question.  That 
the  extent  of  this  federal  constitutional  sphere  of  action  is  to  be 
determined  in  the  last  resort  by  the  federal  Supreme  Court,  is 
equally  well  settled. 

The  maintenance  of  this  supremacy  unimpaired,  while  at  the 
same  time  preserving  to  the  States  their  proper  autonomy  and 
independence  of  action,  has,  however,  been  a  difficult  task;  and, 
so  long  as  the  federal  form  is  retained,  this  task  will  continue  to 
tax  to  the  utmost  the  legal  and  political  abilities  of  our  courts 
and  political  bodies.  With  a  quite  proper  motive  those  who  have 
controlled  the  public  actions  of  the  States,  and  those  who  have 
guided  the  actiWties  of  the  United  States,  have  sought  for  their 
respective  governments  the  greatest  possible  constitutional  power 
and  independence,  and,  therefore,  have  not  hesitated  to  occupy 
debatable  territory.  Thus,  without  there  being  any  denial  of  the 
supremacy  of  the  federal  law,  when  operating  within  its  proper 
field,  or  of  the  right  of  the  federal  Supreme  Court  to  determine, 
in  final  resort,  the  extent  of  that  proper  field,  frequent  conflicts 
have  resulted.  These  conflicts  in  their  many  and  varied  forms 
furnish  much  of  the  material  for  the  present  treatise,  and  they 
will  be  severally  considered  in  their  logical  order.  It  will  not 
be  without  value,  however,  to  review  in  this  introductory  chapter 
some  of  the  more  important  cases  in  which  the  supremacy  of 
federal  over  state  law  has  been  generally  and  broadly  asserted. 

The  general  statement  may  be  made  that,  since  the  beginning 
of  our  present  Government,  in  no  instance  has  the  federal  Su- 
preme Court  failed  to  assert  the  supremacy  of  the  federal  power 
when  its  authority  has  been  attacked  by  the  States./'  In  1793 

the  court  upheld  its  right  under  the  Constitution,  its  it  then  stood, 

[78] 


The  Supremacy  of  Federal  Authority.  79 

to  entertain  a  suit  against  the.  State  of  Georgia  brought  by  a 
citizen  of  another  State.^  The  next  year  the  court  clearly  inti- 
mated that  it  would  disregard  a  state  law  in  conflict  with  a  federal 
treaty.^  The  supremacy  of  federal  law  was  again  asserted  the 
next  year  in  Penhallow  v.  Doane,'  and  in  1796  in  Ware  v. 
Hylton.*  In  Oalder  v.  Bull*  the  doctrine  was  definitely  asserted, 
though  its  application  was  not  found  necessary,  that  a  state  law 
in  conflict  with  the  federal  Constitution  would  be  disregarded. 
In  1809,  in  United  States  v.  Peters,®  this  action  became  neces- 
sary and  the  doctrine  was  applied,  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
speaking  for  the  unanimous  court,  saying :  "  If  the  legis- 
latures of  the  several  States  may,  at  will,  annul  the  judg- 
ments of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  destroy  the 
rights  acquired  under  these  judgments,  the  Constitution  be- 
comes itself  a  solemn  mockery;  and  the  nation  is  deprived 
of  the  means  of  enforcing  its  laws  by  the  instrimientality  of  its 
own  tribunals.  So  fatal  a  result  must  be  deprecated  by  all,  and 
the  people  of  Pennsylvania,  as  well  as  the  citizens  of  every  other 
State,  must  feel  a  deep  interest  in  resisting  principles  so  de- 
structive of  the  Union  and  in  asserting  consequences  so  fatal  to 
themselves.  .  .  .  The  State  of  Pennsylvania  can  possess  no 
constitutional  right  to  resist  the  legal  process  which  may  be 
directed  in  this  cause."  "  It  will  be  readily  conceived,"  the  great 
Chief  Justice  concludes,  "  that  the  order  which  this  court  is 
enjoined  to  make  by  the  high  obligations  of  duty  and  of  law,  is 
not  made  without  extreme  regret  at  the  necessity  which  has 
induced  the  application.  Bu<t  it  is  a  solemn  duty,  and  therefore 
must  be  performed.  A  peremptory  mandamus  must  be  awarded." 
In  1810  and  1812  state  laws  were  again  held  void  by  the 
Supreme  Court  because  in  conflict  with  the  federal  Constitution.^ 

iChisholm  v.  Georgia,  2  DaU.  419;  1  L.  ed.  440. 
2  Georgia  v.  Brailsford,  3  DaU.  1 ;  1  L.  ed.  483. 
»3  Dall.  54;  i  L.  ed.  607. 
« 3  Dall.  199 ;  1  L.  ed.  568. 
S3  Dall.  38^;  1  L.  ed.  648. 
•  5  Cr.  115?4rL.  ed.  63. 

7  Fletcher  v.  Peck  (6  Cr.  87;  3  L.  ed.  162) ;  New  Jersey  v.  Wilson  (7  Cr. 
164;  3  L.ed.  308).*'-; 
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Finally  in  the  great  case  of  McCuiloch  t.  Maryland,®  decided  in 
1819,  not  mily  was  a  sstate  law  held  void,  but  the  general  doc- 
trine declared  that  this  State  cannot,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
nesereed  powers,  eveaa.  of  the  liighest  of  them,  interfere  with 
the  operation  of  a  federal  agency  even  though  that  agency  .fee^ 
one  of  convenience  and  not  of  aiecesaity  to  the  United 
States.  "  The  States  have  no  pewer-,"  it  was  declared,  "  by  taxa- 
tion or  otherwise,  to  retard,  impede,  lurden,  or  in  any  manner 
control  the  oper4i^ion8  ei  the  constitutional  laws  enacted  by  Con- 
gress to  carry  into  execution  the  powers  vested  in  tiie  Federal 
Government.  This  is,  we  think,  the  unavoidable  consequence  of 
that  supremacy  which  the  Constitution  has  declared/' 

In  Martin  v^  Hunter's  Lessee^*  tdecided  in  1S16l,  and  in  Coheiis 
V.  Virginia,^^  decided  in  1S21,  the  Supreme  Court  upheld  its  au- 
thority to  review,  on  writs  of  error,  decisions  of  state  courts  ad- 
verse to  alleged  federal  rights,  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction 
having  been  provided  for  by  the  famous  twenty-fifth  section  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  of  1789.  Justice  Story  who  spoke  for  the  court 
said:  "The  courts  of  the  United  States  can,  without  question, 
revise  €he  proceedings  of  tiae  executive  ttiid  legislative  authorities 
of  the  States,  3ind  if  they  are  found  to  be  contrary  to  the  Consti- 
tution may  declare  them  to  be  of  no  legal  validity.  •Surely,  the 
exercise  of  the  same  right  over  judicial  tribunals  is  not  a  higher  or 
miore  dangerous  act  of  sovereign  power." 

In  Cohens  v.  Virginia,^^  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  speaking  for 
the  court,  said:  "  If  it  could  be  doubted,  whether  from 
its  nature  it  [the  iJ^ational  Crovemment]  were  not  supreme 
in  all  cases  where  it  is  empowered  to  act,  that  doubt  would 
be  removed  by  the  declaration  that  *  this  Constitution  and  the 
laws  of  the  TJsn:^  States  which  shall  be  made  in  pursuance 
thereof,  and  all  treaties  made  or  which  shall  be  made  imder  the 
authority  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land;  and  the  judges  in  every  State  shall  be  bound  thereby,  any- 

8  4  Wh.  316;  4L.  ed.  579. 
»  1  Wh.  304 ;  4  L.  ed.  97. 
^  6  Wh.  ^Bft ;  l»  i^  «d.  26^ 
U6  Wh.  264;  5  L.  ed.  257. 
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tbing  in  the  Confttituticm  or  laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.'  This  is  the  antharitatiTe  language  of  the 
American  peojd^  and,  if  the  gentlemen  please,  of  the  American 
States.  •  •  •  The  people  made  the  Constitution  and  the  people 
can  nnmake  it  •  .  .  But  this  supreme  and  irresistible  power 
to  make  or  to  nnmake  resides  only  in  the  whole  body  of  the 
people;  not  in  any  subdivision  of  them.  The  attempt  of  any  of 
the  parts  to  exercise  it  is  usurpation,  and  ought  to  be  repelled  by 
those  to  whom  the  people  have  delegated  the  power  of  repelling 
it.  •  •  •  The  framers  of  the  Constitution  were  indeed  unable 
to  make  any  provisions  which  should  protect  that  instrument 
against  a  general  c(Hnbination  of  the  States,  or  of  the  people  for 
its  destruction^  and,  conscious  of  this  inability,  they  have  not 
made  the  attempt  But  they  were  able  to  provide  against  the 
operation  of  measures  adopted  in  any  one  State,  whose  tendency 
might  be  to  arrest  the  execution  of  the  laws ;  and  this  it  was  the 
part  of  wisdom  to  attempt.  We  think  they  have  attempted  it." 
The  importance  of  the  doctrine  that  was  emphatically  declared 
in  these  two  cases  it  is  impossible  to  exaggerate.  This  the  uphold- 
ers of  States'  Rights  clearly  saw.  Thus  Calhoun  later  wrote  :^^ 
"  The  effect  of  this  is  to  ma^e  the  government  of  the  United  States 
the  sole  judge,  in  the  last  resort,  as  to  the  extent  of  its  powers,  and 
to  place  the  States  and  their  separate  governments  and  institu- 
tions at  its  mercy.  It  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  undertake  to 
show  that  an  assimaption  that  would  destroy  the  relation  of 
co-ordinates  between  the  government  of  the  United  States  and 
those  of  the  several  States, —  which  would  enable  the  former,  at 
pleasure,  to  absorb  the  reserved  powers  and  to  destroy  the  insti- 
tutions, social  and  political,  which  the  Constitution  was  ordained 
to  establish  and  protect,  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  federal 
theory  of  government,  though  in  perfect  accordance  with  the 
national  theory.  Indeed,  I  might  go  further  and  assert,  that  it 
is,  of  itself,  all  sufficient  to  convert  it  into  a  national,  consoli- 
dated government" 
—  .         ■  ,  -  ,  ^ 

^Discourse  on   the   Constitution  and  Oovernment   of  the   United   States* 
Works,  I,  338. 
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During  the  same  year  that  the  case  of  McOulloch  v.  Maryland 
was  decided,  two  other  state  laws  were  held  void  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  one  of  New  York,  in  Sfturges  v.  Crowinshield,^^  and  one  of 
New  Hampshire  in  Dartmouth  College  v.  Woodward.** 

In  1824,  in  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  the  United  States'*^  the  attempt 
of  Ohio  to  tax  the  federal  bank  was  declared  unconstitutional.  In 
1829,  in  Weston  v.  Charleston/®  a  municipal  tax  on  stock  of  the 
United  States  held  by  citizens  of  the  city  of  Charleston  was  held 
invalid.  In  1824,  in  the  case  of  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,^^  was  begun 
that  long  line  of  decisions  which  has  established  the  power  of  the 
United  States  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  free  from  state  in- 
terference —  an  authority  the  exercise  of  which  has  done  so  much 
to  increase  the  actual  power  and  influence  of  the  National  Govern- 
ment. In  this  case  a  law  of  the  State  of  New  York  was  held 
void. 

In  1823,  a  law  of  Kentucky  was  held  of  no  force  by  the  federal 
court,^®  and  in  1830  a  law  of  Missouri  received  similar  treat- 
ment.*® In  1832  in  Worcester  v.  Georgia,^  an  act  of  the  State  of 
Georgia  was  held  void,  but  the  Supreme  Court  failed  to  secure  the 
release  of  the  plaintiff  who  had  been  imprisoned  under  it.  This 
failure  was  due,  however,  not  to  the  weakness  on  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  but  to  the  refusal  of  the  President  to  lend  his 
executive  aid. 

From  1835  to  the  outbreak  of  the  Civil  War  there  can  be  no 
question  but  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  exerted 
a  much  less  potent  influence  in  solidifying  and  expanding  the 
federal  power  than  it  had  exercised  during  the  thirty-five  years 
preceding.  During  the  two  terms  of  oflice  of  Jackson,  five  vacan- 
cies occurred  in  the  Supreme  Court,  among  them  that  of  the 

18  4  A\Ti.  122;  4  L.  ed.  529. 
14  4  Wh.  518;  4  L.  ed.  629. 

16  9  Wh.  738 ;  6  L.  ed.  204. 
M  2  Pet.  449 ;  7  L.  ed.  481. 

17  9  Wh.  1;  6  L.  ed.  23. 

18  Green  v.  Biddle   (8  Wh.  1 ;  5  L.  ed.  547). 

w  Craig  v.  Missouri  (4  Pet.  410;  7  L.  ed.  903). 
20  6  Pet.  515;   8  L.  ed.  483. 
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Chief-Justiceship  to  which  Taney  was  appointed  in  1835.  The 
effect  of  the  new  appointments  upon  the  views  of  the  court  was 
shown  almost  immediately.  In  the  case  of  Briscoe  v.  Bank  of 
Kentucky,^  which  had  been  argued  just  before  the  death  of  Mar- 
shall, the  issue  by  the  bank  of  bills  of  credit  had  been  held  uncon- 
stitutional. A  rehearing  being  granted  and  the  case  coming  on 
for  argument  under  Taney,  the  action  of  the  bank  was  sustained 
and  the  previous  decision  reversed.  The  decision  marked  the  be- 
ginning of  a  new  era  in  the  history  of  constitutional  interpreta- 
tion. Up  to  this  time  the  court  had,  upon  all  possible  occasions, 
upheld  the  General  Government  in  the  exercise  of  its  powers,  and 
had  held  the  States  strictly  to  the  obligations  imposed  upon  them 
by  the  Constitution.  Now,  however,  it  began  if  anything  to  lean 
the  other  way.  In  Briscoe  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  departing  from 
its  fomier  practice,  by  an  extremely  loose  interpretation  of  a  con- 
stitutional limitation  that  had  been  laid  upon  the  States,  it  ren- 
dered practically  nugatory  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. Other  decisions  similarly  favorable  to  States'  Rights  fol- 
lowed. In  the  case  of  City  of  New  Ydrk  v.  Miln,*^  a  state  law  was 
sustained  which  might  easily  have  been  held  an  interference  with 
the  federal  control  of  interstate  commerce.  In  the  Charles  River 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Warren  Bridge  Co.^  a  doubtful  state  law  was  again 
upheld.  In  the  License  Cases^  interpretations  of  the  Commerce 
Clause  favorable  to  the  States  were  given.  In  Kentucky  v.  Denni- 
son^  it  was  held  that  though  the  federal  Constitution  made  it  a 
duty  of  a  State  to  surrender  to  another  State  a  fugitive  from 
justice  from  that  State,  there  was  no  constitutional  means  by 
which  the  Federal  Government  could  compel  the  performance  of 
that  duty.  In  all  these  cases  the  States  were  favored  at  the 
expense  of  the  authority  of  the  General  Government. 

In  1841,  in  Prigg  v.  Pennsylvania,^  a  state  law  attempting  the 
regulation  of  the  return  of  fugitive  slaves  was  held  unconstitu- 

ail  Pet.  257;  9  L.  ed.  709. 
Mil  Pet.  102;  9  L.ed.  648. 
»11  Pet  420;  9  L.  ed.  773. 
M  5  How.  504 ;   12  L.  ed.  256. 
»24  How.  66;  16  L.  ed.  717. 
» 16  Pet  539 ;  10  L.  ed.  1060. 
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tional  and  void  on  the  ground  that  this  subject  was  wholly  with- 
drawn from  the  control  of  the  States.  Taney,  however,  thou^ 
concurring  with  the  majority  in  holding  unconstitutional  the  par- 
ticular law  in  question,  took  pains  to  assert  that  there  was  no  con- 
stitutional incompetence  on  the  part  of  the  State  to  pass  laws  the 
intention  and  actual  eflFect  of  which  were  to  assist  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  capturing  and  returning  of  fleeing  negroes. 

Regarding  the  attitude  of  the  Supreme  Court  during  this 
period,  the  important  fact  is  to  be  noticed  that,  though  it  threw 
the  weight  of  its  influence  upon  the  side  of  the  States  bo  far  as 
concerned  a  liberal  interpretation  of  the  powers  reserved  to  them 
by  the  Constitution,  not  once,  in  the  slightest  measure,  did  it  dur- 
ing these  years,  any  more  than  it  had  done  in  the  years  preceding, 
intimate  that  the  actual  legal  and  political  supremacy  was  not 
vested  in  the  K^ational  Government.  The  position  of  Taney  and 
of  the  court  upon  this  point  was  clearly  shown  in  the  judgment 
rendered  and  in  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  case  of  Ableman  v. 
Booth,^  decided  in  1859.  The  facts  of  this  case  were  these:  Booth 
had  been  tried  in  a  lower  federal  court  for  a  violation  of  the 
federal  fugitive  slave  law  of  1850,  and  had  been  found  guilty  and 
sentenced  to  imprisonment.  The  highest  court  of  the  State  of 
Wisconsin,  however,  stepped  in,  disregarded  this  judgment  and  re- 
leased the  prisoner.  Not  only  this  but  it  went  on  to  declare  that 
its  decision,  thus  rendered,  was  subject  to  no  appeal  and  was  con- 
clusive upon  all  the  courts  of  the  United  States ;  and  when  a  writ 
of  error  from  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  directed  to  the 
Wisconsin  court  was  issued,  the  clerk  of  the  state  court  replied 
to  it  that  he  had  been  directed  to  make  no  return,  and  refused 
to  make  up  and  send  a  record  of  the  case  to  the  federal  court. 
Thereupon  the  Attorney-General  of  the  United  States  filed  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  an  uncertified  record 
which  it  was  ordered  should  be  received  as  though  returned  by 
the  clerk  of  the  Wisconsin  court.  Having  thus  gotten  the  case 
before  it,  despite  the  resistance  of  the  State,  the  decision  of  the 
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Supreme  Court  thereupon  was  an  emphatic  condemnation  of  the 
State's  action.  "  2so  State,  judge  or  court,"  declared  Taney 
who  rendered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  "  after  they  are  judicially 
informed  that  the  party  is  imprisoned  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  has  any  right  to  interfere  with  him,  or  require  him' 
to  be  brought  before  them.  And  if  the  authority  of  the  State,  in 
form  of  judicial  process  or  otherwise,  should  attempt  to  control 
the  marshal  or  other  authorized  officer  or  agent  of  the  United 
States,  in  any  respect,  in  the  custody  of  his  prisoner,  it  would  be 
his  duty  to  resist  it,  and  to  call  to  his  aid  any  force  that  might  be 
necessary  to  maintain  the  authority  of  law  against  illegal  inter- 
ference/' 

From  the  foregoing  brief  review  it  is  thus  seen  that  prior  to 
the  Civil  War  the  supremacy  of  the  federal  law  had  been  sus- 
tained under  a  wide  variety  of  circumstances  and  that  the  result- 
ing subordinate  status  of  the  States  had  been  made  fully  evident. 
That  status  the  x>eople  of  certain  of  the  Southern  States  in  1861 
decided  no  longer  to  support,  and  in  defense  of  their  views,  de- 
clared their  respective  commonwealths  independent  of  the  Union, 
and  in  support  of  this  independence  resorted  to  the  arbitrament 
of  war.  That  this  secession  was  an  illegal  act,  and  that,  therefore 
the  seceding  States,  from  the  constitutional  viewpoint,  nc\'er 
were  out  of  the  Union,  has  repeatedly  been  declared  by  the 
Supreme  Court.  In  Texas  v.  White'*^  the  Union  was  de- 
clared to  be  "  an  indestructible  Union  composed  of  inde- 
structible States."  The  opinion  continues :  "  When,  there- 
fore, Texas  became  one  of  the  United  States,  she  entered  into  an 
indissoluble  relation.  .  .  .  The  act  which  consummated  her 
admission  into  the  Union  was  something  more  than  a  compact; 
it  w^s  the  incorporation  of  a  new  member  into  the  political  body. 
The  union  bet^veen  Texas  and  the  other  States  was  as  complete, 
as  perpetual  and  as  indissoluble  as  the  union  between  the  original 
States.  There  was  no  place  for  reconsideration,  or  revocation, 
except  through  revolution,  or  through  the  consent  of  the  States. 
Considered,  therefore,  as  transactions  under  the  Constitution,  the 

»7  WaU.  700;  19  L.  ed.  227. 
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ordinance  of  secession,  adopted  by  the  convention  and  ratified  by 
a  majority  of  the  citizens  of  Texas,  and  all  the  acts  of  her  legis- 
lature intended  to  give  effect  to  that  ordinance,  were  absolutely 
null.  They  were  utterly  without  operation  in  law.  The  obliga- 
tions of  the  State,  as  a  member  of  the  Union,  and  of  every  citizen 
of  the  State,  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  remained  perfect 
and  unimpaired.  It  certainly  follows  that  the  State  did  not  cease 
to  be  a  State,  nor  her  citizens  to  be  citizens  of  the  Union." 

In  Knox  v.  Lee^®  the  court  said,  speaking  through  the  mouth 
of  Justice  Bradley :  '^  The  doctrine  so  long  contended  for,  that 
the  federal  Union  was  a  mere  compact  of  States,  and  that  the 
States,  if  they  chose,  might  annul  and  disr^ard  the  acts  of  the 
national  legislature,  or  might  secede  from  the  Union  at  their 
pleasure,  and  that  the  General  Government  had  no  power  to  coerce 
them  into  submission  to  the  Constitution,  should  be  regarded  as 
definitely  and  forever  overthrown.  This  has  been  finally  affected 
by  the  national  power,  as  it  had  often  been  before  by  overwhelnv 
ing  argument.  .  .  .  The  United  States  is  not  only  a  govern- 
ment, but  it  is  a  National  Government,  and  the  only  government 
in  this  country  that  has  the  character  of  nationality." 

§  43.  The  States  May  Not  Be  Coerced. 

In  a  Confederacy  which  is,  in  effect,  a  league  of  completely 
sovereign  States,  such  coercion  as  it  may  be  necessary  for  the 
central  power  to  apply,  may  in  certain  cases  be  directed  directly 
against  the  States  as  such. 

In  a  Federal  State  such  as  the  United  States  is  now  agreed  to 
be,  the  supremacy  of  the  national  authority  is  never  maintained 
by  direct  action  against  its  member  Commonwealths,  but  is  ex- 
hibited in  its  authority  to  execute  its  will  upon  all  persons  subject 
to  its  jurisdiction,  anything  in  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  jiny 
State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  and  irrespective  of  what 
may  be  the  opinions  and  effects  of  those  exercising  the  political 
powers  of  those  States. 

»12  Wall.  457;  20  L.  ed.  287. 
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Tlie  individual  Commonwealths,  having  a  political  status  only 
as  members  of  the  Union,  have  not  the  legal  power  to  place  them- 
selves, as  political  bodies,  in  opposition  to  the  national  will.  Their 
l^slatures,  their  courts,  or  their  executive  officials  may  attempt 
acts  unwarranted  by  the  federal  Constitution  or  federal  law,  and 
they  may  even  command  that  their  citizens  generally  shall  refuse 
obedience  to  some  specified  federal  laws  or  the  federal  authorities 
generally,  but  in  all  such  cases,  such  acts  are,  legally  viewed, 
simply  void,  and  all  individuals  obeying^  them  subject  to  punish- 
ment as  offenders  against  national  law.  The  fact  that  their  re- 
spective States  have  directed  them  to  refuse  obedience  or  to  offer 
resistance  to  the  execution  of  the  federal  laws  can  afford  them 
no  immunity  from  punishment,  for  no  one  can  shelter  himself 
behind  an  unconstitutional  law,  such  a  law  being,  in  truth,  as 
we  have  seen,  not  a  law  at  all,  but  only  an  unsuccessful  attempt 
at  a  law. 

Thus  President  Lincoln,  in  his  first  inaugural  message,  as- 
sumed the  correct  constitutional  position  when  he  declared  that 
the  Federal  Government  could  not  wage  public  war  against  a 
State,  not,  however,  because  of  a  lack  of  constitutional  authority 
to  maintain  in  every  respect  its  supremacy,  but  because  from  the 
very  nature  of  the  Union  a  State,  qua  State,  could  not  place  itself 
in  a  position  where  coercion  could  be  applied  to  it.  iViter  an  argu- 
ment tending  to  show  the  sovereign  character  of  the  Union,  and 
that  it  was  intended  to  be  perpetual,  he  declared:  "  It  follows 
from  these  views  that  no  State  upon  its  own  mere  motion  can  law- 
fully get  out  of  the  Union ;  that  resolves  and  ordinances  to  that 
effect  are  legally  void,  and  that  acts  of  violence  within  any  State 
or  States  against  the  authority  of  the  United  States  are  insur- 
rectionary or  revolutionary,  according  to  circumstances.  I 
therefore  consider  that,  in  view  of  the  Constitution  and  the  laws, 
the  Union  is  unbroken,  and  to  the  extent  of  my  ability  I  shall 
take  care,  as  the  Constitution  itself  expressly  enjoins  upon  me, 
that  the  laws  of  the  Union  be  faithfully  executed  in  all  the  States. 
...  In  doing  this  there  needs  to  be  no  bloodshed  or  violence, 
and  there  shall  be  none  unless  it  be  forced  upon  the  national  au- 
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thority.  Tlie  power  conferred  upon  me  will  be  used  to  hold, 
OQcupj  and  posseee  the  property  and  places  belonging  to  the  Gov- 
ernment and  to  collect  the  duty  and  imposts;  but  beyond  what 
may  be  necessary  for  these  objects,  there  will  be  no  invasion,  no 
using  of  force  against  or  among  the  people  anywhere.'' 

In  taking  this  position  Lincoln  had  to  treat  the  war  when  it 
began  as  merely  an  insurrection  in  which  the  coercion  and  punish- 
ments were  to  be  applied  to  individuals.  Thus  he  began  his 
Proclamation  of  April  15,  1861,  in  which  he  called  for  seventy- 
five  thousand  of  the  militia  of  the  States,  by  saying:  "  Whereas 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  have  been  for  some  time  past  and 
now  are  opposed  and  the  execution  thereof  obstructed  in  the 
States  of  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  Alabama,  Florida,  Mississippi, 
Louisiana  and  Texas,  by  combinations  too  powerful  to  be  sup- 
pressed by  the  ordinary  course  of  judicial  proceedings  :*'  and 
closed  by  commanding  "  the  persons  composing  the  combinations 
aforesaid  to  disperse  and  retire  .peaceably  to  their  respective  abodes 
within  twenty  days  from  this  date." 

As  further  showing  the  theory  as  to  the  nature  of  the  contest 
that  was  held  by  the  ^National  Government  is  the  fact  that  Con- 
gress did  not  **  declare  war ''  against  the  South,  or,  when  the 
struggle  was  over,  enter  into  a  treaty  of  peace  with  the  Southern 
Confederacy.  The  United  States  did  not  recognize  that  the  Con- 
federacy had  or  could  have  a  standing  as  a  political  power  with 
which  it  might  deal  as  with  a  foreign  State.  One  after  another, 
the  surrender  of  ]iis  forces  by  each  Confederate  general  was  ac^ 
cepted  as  an  act  of  war  and  thus  the  Confederacy  left  to  collapse 
and  disappear  without  any  formal,  official  act  to  mark  its  demise. 

The  possession  by  the  Federal  Government  of  full  power  to 
protect  any  right  and  to  enforce  any  law  of  its  own  at  any  time, 
and  at  any  place  within  its  territorial  limits,  any  resistance  of 
private  individuals,  or  state  officials,  acting  with  or  without  the 
authority  of  state  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  has  been 
uniformly  asserted  by  the  Supreme  Court  whenever  such  an  as- 
sertion has  been  necessary.  Thus  in  1824,  in  the  case  of 
Osborn  v.   Bank   of   the   United    States,^^   Chief  Justice   Mar- 

«0  9  Wh.  738;  6  L.  ed.  204. 
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shall  met'  the  aigument  that  the  suit,  being  against  one 
of  its  officials  and  based  upon  acts  committed  by  him  in  his 
official  capacity,  was  in  fact  a  suit  against  the  State  of  Ohio,  one, 
therefore,  which,  under  the  Eleventh  Amendment,  the  court  was 
without  authority  to  try,  by  declaring:  **A  denial  of  jurisdiction 
forbids  aU  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  the  case.  It  applies  to  all 
cases  perfectly  clear  in  themselves;  to  cases  where  the  [National] 
Government  is  in  the  exercise  of  its  best  established  and  most 
essential  powers,  as  well  as  to  those  which  may  be  deemed  ques- 
tionabla  It  asserts  that  the  agents  of  a  State,  alleging  the  au- 
thority of  a  law,  void  in  itself,  because  repugnant  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, may  arrest  the  execution  of  any  law  of  the  United  States. 
It  maintains  that  if  a  State  shall  impose  a  fine  or  penalty  on  any 
person  employed  in  the  execution  of  any  law  in  the  United  States, 
it  may  levy  that  fine  or  penalty  by  a  ministerial  ofiicer,  without 
the  sanction  of  even  its  own  courts;  and  that  the  individual, 
though  he  perceives  the  approaching  danger,  can  obtain  no  pro- 
tection from  the  judicial  department  of  the  [National]  Govern- 
ment. .  .  .  The  question,  then,  is  whether  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  has  provided  a  tribunal  which  can  peace- 
fully and  rightfully  protect  those  who  are  employed  in  carrsing 
into  execution  the  laws  of  the  Union  from  the  attempts  of  a 
particular  State  to  resist  the  execution  of  those  laws."  That 
^larshall  answered  this  question  in  the  affiirmative  needs  not  be 
said. 

The  attitude  of  the  federal  Supreme  Court  in  flie  case  of  Able- 
man  V.  Booth,  decided  in  1859,  has  already  been  mentioned. 
Again,  after  the  Civil  War,  the  court  said,  when  confronted  by 
the  proposition  that  because  the  United  States  was  without  any 
general  criminal  jurisdiction  it  might  not  punish  criminally 
individuals  who  had  violated  certain  of  its  laws  relating  to  con- 
gressional elections :  **  It  is  argued  that  the  preservation  of  peace 
and  good  order  in  society  is  not  within  the  powers  confided  to  the 
.  govemnient  of  the  United  States,  but  belongs  exclusively  to  the 
'  States.  Here  again  we  are  met  with  the  theory  that  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  does  not  rest  upon  the  soil  and  terri- 
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tory  of  the  country.  We  think  that  this  theory  is  founded  on  an 
entire  misconception  of  the  nature  and  power  of  that  government. 
We  hold  it  to  be  an  incontrovertible  principle  that  the  government 
of  the  United  States  may,  by  means  of  physical  force,  exercised 
through  its  official  agents,  execute  on  every  foot  of  American  soil 
the  powers  and  functions  that  belong  to  it.  This  necessarily  in- 
volves  the  power  to  command  obedience  to  its  laws,  and  hence 
the  power  to  keep  the  peace  to  that  extent."  ^^ 

Finally  in  the  Debs  case,^^  a  case  growing  out  of  the  great 
railway  strike  of  1894,  the  plenitude  of  the  federal  power  was 
emphatically  stated.  Speaking  of  the  right  of  the  National  Gov- 
ernment to  protect,  by  armed  force  if  necessary,  interstate  com- 
merce and  the  transportation  of  the  mails,  the  court  said :  '*  If 
the  inhabitants  of  a  single  State  or  a  great  body  of  them  should 
combine  to  obstruct  interstate  commerce  or  the  transportation  of 
the  mails,  prosecution  of  such  offenses  had  in  such  a  community 
would  be  doomed  in  advance  to  failure.  And  if  the  certainty  of 
such  failure  was  known  and  the  National  Government  had  no 
other  way  to  enforce  the  freedom  of  interstate  commerce  and  the 
transportation  of  the  mails  than  by  prosecution  and  punishment 
for  interference  therewith,  the  whole  interests  of  the  Nation  in 
these  respects  would  be  at  the  absolute  mercy  of  a  portion  of  the 
inhabitants  of  a  single  State.  But  there  is  no  such  inxpotency  in 
the  National  Government.  The  entire  strength  of  the  Nation  may 
be  used  to  enforce  in  any  part  of  the  land  the  full  and  free  exercise 
of  all  national  powers  and  the  security  of  all  rights  intrusted  by 
the  Constitution  to  its  care.     The  strong  arm  of  the  National 

81  Ex  parte  Siebold  ( 100  U.  S.  371 ;  25  L.  ed.  717 ) .  In  Ignited  States  v.  Reese 
(92  U.  S.  214;  23  L.  ed.  563),  1875,  the  court  said:  "Rights  and  immunities 
created  by  or  dependent  upon  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  can  be 
piotected  by  Congress.  The  form  and  manner  of  the  protection  may  be  such 
as  Congress,  in  the  legitimate  exercise  of  its  legislative  discretion,  shall  pro- 
vide. These  may  be  varied  to  meet  the  necessities  of  the  particular  right  to  be 
protected."  And  in  Strauder  v.  West  Virginia  ( 100  U.  S.  303 ;  25  L.  ed.  664), 
the  court  said:  "A  right  or  an  immunity,  whether  created  by  the 'Constitu- 
tion, or  only  guaranteed  by  it,  even  without  any  express  delegation  of  power, 
may  be  protected  by  Congress." 

32 /n  re  Debs  (158  U.  S.  564;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900;  39  L.  ed.  1092). 
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Government  may  be  put  forth  to  brush  away  all  obstructions  to 
the  freedom  of  interstate  commerce  or  the  transportation  of  the 
mails.  If  the  emergency  arises,  the  army  of  the  Nation  and  all 
its  militia  are  at  the  service  of  the  Nation  to  compel  obedience  to 
its  laws." 

§  44.  Conclusion. 

The  foregoing  cases  sufficiently  illustrate  the  general  principle 
of  the  supremacy  of  the  federal  law.  The  maintenance  of  this 
principle,  by  the  exemption  of  federal  agencies  from  state  in- 
terference by  taxation,  by  means  of  federal  writs  of  habeas  corpus 
and  of  injunction  to  state  authorities,  and  by  the  removal  of  suits 
from  state  to  federal  courts,  will  be  discussed  in  the  next  succeed- 
ing chapters. 


CHAPTER  Y. 

THE  MAINTENANCE  OF  FEDERAL  SUPREMACY  —  THE  FREEDOM  OF 
FEDERAL  AGENCIES  FROM  INTERFERENCE  OR  CONTROL  BY  THE 
STATES. 

§  45.  State  Taxation  of  Federal  Governmental  Agencies. 

The  successful  maintenance  of  a  federal  government,  under  any 
circumstances  a  most  difficult  task,  is  an  especially  difficult  one 
in  the  United  States  where  federal  functions  are  exclusively  per- 
formed by  federal  agents  and  organs,  and  state  functions  by  state 
agents  and  organs.^  This  has  necessitated  the  maintenance  of  a 
complete  machinery  of  government  for  the  United  States,  and, 
similarly,  a  complete  political  organization  for  each  of  the  member 
States  of  the  Union.  This  arrangement  carries  with  it  the  general 
doctrine  that  the  States  may  not  in  any  wise  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  a  federal  organ  or  \vith  the  exercise  by  a  fed- 
eral agent  of  his  official  functions;  and  that,  conversely,  the 
Federal  Government  may  not  interfere  with  the  operation  of 
a  state  agency  or  the  official  actions  of  state  officials  when 
acting  \vnthin  the  constitutional  limits  reserved  to  the  States. 
Illustrations  of  these  general  principles  will  appear  throughout 
this  treatise.  Their  scope  and  significance  may,  however,  be  best 
exhibited  in  their  application  to  the  federal  and  state  taxing 
power,  and  to  a  discussion  of  this  especial  phase  of  the  subject 
this  and  the  next  succeeding  paragraphs  will  be  devoted. 

That  a  State  may  not,  in  the  exercise  of  its  reserved  powers, 
interfere  with  a  federal  governmental  agency  was  settled  once 

for  all  by  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  McCuUoch  v. 

' — 

1  It  has  indeed  been  held  that  the  United  States  may  permit  or  even  request 
a  state  official  to  perform  a  federal  service,  but  there  is  no  constitutional 
means  by  which  such  state  official  may,  without  the  consent  of  his  State,  be 
compelled  to  do  so.  The  same  is  true  as  to  the  performance  by  a  federal 
official  of  a  state  duty.  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  the  obvious  one  that 
otherwise  it  would  be  possible  for  one  government  to  so  burden  with  its  own 
duties  the  officials  of  the  other  government  as  seriously  to  interfere  with  the 
performance  by  those  officials  of  the  duties  laid  upon  them  by  their  own 
governments. 

[92] 
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JlarjlancL  This  case  was  all  the  stronger  in  that  the  federal 
agency,  with  whose  activity  it  was  alleged  that  Maryland  had  at- 
tempted to  interfere  by  taxing  it,  was  an  agency  neither  essential 
to  the  National  Government  nor  expressly  provided  for  by  the 
Constitution,  The  power  to  establish  a  National  Bank  was  at 
most  only  an  implied  one,  and,  in  fact,  its  constitutionality  was 
very  widely  denied,  and,  years  after  this,  a  bill  providing  for  the 
establishment  by  the  National  Govermnent  of  a  similar  institution 
was  vetoed  by  President  Jackson  upon  the  ground  of  its  unconsti- 
tutionality. But  in  this  ease  Maryland  had  not  only  denied  the 
constitutionality  of  the  bank  but  took  the  position  that,  even  were 
it  constitutional,  she  had,  under  the  general  power  reserved  to 
her  of  taxing  all  occupations  carried  on  within  her  territorial 
limits,  the  right  to  tax  such  branches  of  the  bank  as  might  be 
located  within  her  borders.  Thus,  in  this  case,  the  State  of  ilary- 
land  did  not  claim  that  she  might  directly  and  deliberately  in- 
terfere with  the  operation  of  a  federal  law,  but  that  the  exercise 
by  her  of  an  otherwise  legitimate  authority  could  not  be  declared 
unconstitutional  simply  upon  the  ground  that,  indirectly,  or  by  re- 
mote possibility,  its  effect  was,  or  might  l)e,  to  interfere  with  the 
exercise  of  a  legitimate  federal  power.  In  other  words,  the  State 
took  the  ground  that,  while  acting  within  their  reserved  spheres 
of  authority,  the  States  were  as  independent  and  sovereign  as  was 
the  Union  while  operating  within  its  constitutional  sphere;  and 
that,  therefore,  their  direct  interests,  within  such  spheres,  might 
not  properly  be  subordinated  to  the  merely  indirect  interests  of 
the  Union.  This  position  the  Supreme  Court  declared  an  invalid 
one.  The  reasoning  of  ^larshall,  who  rendered  the  opinion,  was 
as  follows:  ^^  The  sovereignty  of  a  State,"  he  declared,  *'  extends 
to  everything  which  exists  by  its  own  authority,  or  is  introduced 
by  its  permission ;  but  does  it  extend  to  those  means  which  are  era- 
ployed  by  Congress  to  carry  into  execution  powers  conferred  on 
that  body  by  the  people  of  the  United  States  i  We  think  it  demon- 
strable that  it  does  not.  These  powers  are  not  given  by  the  people 
of  a  single  State.  They  are  given  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States  to  a  government  whose  laws,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Con- 
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stitution,  are  declared  to  be  supreme."  Then,  after  referring  ta 
the  fact  that  the  power  to  tax  might  be  used  to  destroy,  he  con- 
tinued :  "  That  there  is  a  plain  repugnance  in  conferring  on  one 
government  power  to  control  the  constitutional  measures  of  an- 
other, which  other  with  respect  to  those  very  measures  is  declared 
supreme  over  that  which  exerts  the  control  ...  [is  a]  propo- 
sition not  to  be  denied.  ...  If  the  States  may  tax  one  in- 
strument employed  by  the  government  in  the  execution  of  its  pow-^ 
ers,  they  may  tax  any  and  every  instrument.  They  may  tax  the 
mail;  they  may  tax  the  mint;  they  may  tax  patent  rights;  they 
may  tax  the  papers  of  the  custom-house;  they  may  tax  judicial 
processes;  they  may  tax  all  the  means  employed  by  the  govern- 
ment to  an  excess  which  would  defeat  all  the  ends  of  government. 
This  was  not  intended  by  the  American  people.  They  did  not  de- 
sign to  make  their  government  dependent  on  the  American  States. 
.  .  .  The  Court  has  bestowed  on  this  subject  its  most  deliber- 
ate consideration.  The  result  is  a  conviction  that  the  States  have 
no  power  by  taxation,  or  otherwise,  to  retard,  impede,  burden, 
or  in  any  manner  control  the  operations  of  the  constitutional  laws 
enacted  by  Congress  to  carry  into  execution  the  powers  vested  in 
the  General  Government.  This  is,  we  think,  the  unavoidable 
consequences  of  that  supremacy  which  the  Constitution  has  de- 
clared." 

In  Osbom  v.  Bank,  of  the  United  States,^  decided  in 
1824,  the  question  of  the  power  of  a  State  to  tax  the  Bank 
of  the  United  States  was  reopened  by  the  State  of  Ohio,  and 
a  strenuous  attempt  made  to  have  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  modify  the  views  it  had  expressed  in  McCuUoch 
v.  Maryland.  The  argument  was  urged  that  a  distinction  should 
be  made  between  the  bank  as  a  fiscal  agent  of  the  government  and 
as  a  private  company  trading  with  individuals  for  its  own  ad- 
vantage; and  that  so  far  as  it  existed  and  operated  in  this  latter 
capacity  it  might  be  taxed  and  otherwise  regulated  by  the  States. 
The  Supreme  Court  held,  however,  that  in  practice  the  distinction 
had  no  existence.  "  To  tax  its  faculties,  its  trade,  and  occupa- 
tion," it  declared,  "  is  to  tax  the  bank  itself.     To  destroy  or  pre- 

«9  Wh.  738;  6  L.  ed.  204. 
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serve  the  one  is  to  destroy  or  preserve  the  other."  The  opinion 
continues:  "  The  bank  is  not  considered  as  a  private  corporation, 
whose  principal  object  is  individual  trade  and  individual  profit, 
but  as  a  public  corporation,  created  for  public  and  national  pur- 
poses. That  the  mere  business  of  banking  is,  in  its  own  nature,  a 
private  business,  and  may  be  carried  on  by  individuals  or  com- 
panies having  no  political  connection  with  the  government,  is 
admitted;  but  the  bank  is  not  such  an  individual  or  company. 
It  was  not  created  for  its  own  sake,  or  for  private  purposes.  It 
has  never  been  supposed  that  Congress  could  create  such  a  cor- 
poration. .  .  .  The  operations  of  the  bank  are  believed 
not  only  to  yield  the  compensation  for  its  services  to  the  govern- 
ment, but  to  be  essential  to  the  performance  of  those  services. 
Those  operations  give  its  value  to  the  currency  in  which  all  the 
transactions  of  the  government  are  conducted.  They  are,  there- 
fore, inseparably  connected  with  those  transactions.  They  enable 
the  bank  to  render  those  services  to  the  nation  for  which  it  was 
created,  and  are,  therefore,  of  the  very  essence  of  its  character,  as 
national  Instruments.  The  business  of  the  bank  constitutes  its 
capacity  to  perform  its  functions,  as  a  machine  for  the  money 
transactions  of  the  government.  Its  corporate  character  is  merely 
an  incident,  which  enables  it  to  transact  the  business  more  benefic- 
ially. .  .  .  Considering  the  capacity  of  carrying  on  the 
trade  of  banking,  as  an  inxportant  feature  in  the  character  of  this 
corporation,  which  was  necessary  to  make  it  a  fit  instrument  for 
the  objects  for  which  it  was  created,  the  court  adheres  to  its  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  McCuUoch  v.  The  State  of  Maryland,  and  is 
of  opinion  that  the  act  of  the  State  of  Ohio,  which  is  certainly 
much  more  objectionable  than  that  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  is  re- 
pugnant to  a  law  of  the  United  States  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
Constitution,  and,  therefore,  void." 

§  46.  Property  of  Federal  Agencies  may  be  Taxed. 

In  McCuUoch  v.  Maryland  and  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  Ohio  the 
States  had  attempted  to  levy  a  tax,  in  the  nature  of  a  franchise 
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tax,  upon  the  operations  of  the  federal  bank.  In  the  Maryland 
case  Chief  Justice  Marshall  said:  '*  The  opinion  does  not  deprive 
the  State  of  any  resources  which  they  originally  possessed.  It 
does  not  extend  to  a  tax  paid  by  the  real  property  of  the  bank, 
in  common  with  the  other  real  property  within  the  State,  nor  to 
a  tax  imposed  on  |he  interest  which  the  citizens  of  Maryland  may 
hold  in  this  institution,  in  common  with  other  property  of  the 
same  description  throughout  the  State.'* 

This  dictum  of  Marshall  received  judicial  application  in 
Thomson  v.  Union  Pacific  R.  Co.,^  in  which  it  was  held 
that,  in  the  absence  of  any  legislation  of  Congress  directing 
otherwise,  the  property  of  a  railroad  company,  chartered  by 
a  State,  but  performing  federal  services,  might  be  taxed  by 
the  State.  Chief  Justice  Chase,  speaking  for  a  unanimous 
court,  said.  "  We  do  not  think  ourselves  warranted  in  ex- 
tending the  exemption  [from  state  taxation]  established  by  the 
case  of  McCulloch  v.  Marvland  beyond  its  terms.  We  cannot 
apply  it  to  the  case  of  a  corporation  deriving  its  existence  from 
state  law,  exercising  its  franchise  under  state  law,  and  holding 
the  pro2>erty  within  state  jurisdiction  and  under  state  protection. 
.  .  .  We  think  there  is  a  clear  distinction  between  the 
means  employed  by  the  government  and  the  property  of  agents 
employed  by  the  governmont.  Taxation  of  the  agency  is  taxation 
of  the  means,  taxation  of  the  property  of  the  agent  is  not  always, 
or  generally,  taxation  of  the  means.  Xo  one  questions  that  the 
power  to  tax  all  property,  business  and  persons,  within  their  re- 
spective limits,  is  original  in  the  States  and  has  never  been  sur- 
rendered. It  cannot  be  so  used,  Indeed,  as  to  defeat  or  hinder 
the  operations  of  the  National  Government ;  but  it  will  be  safe  to 
conclude,  in  general,  in  reference  to  persons  and  state  corpora- 
tions employed  in  government  service,  that  when  Congress  has  not 
interposed  to  protect  their  property  from  state  taxation,  such 
taxation  is  not  obnoxious  to  that  objection."  * 

8  9  WaU.  579;   19  L.  ed.  792. 

*  The  objection  to  sustainin.?  the  principle  that  the  property  of  corporations 
performing  federal  services  is  by  that  fact  exempt  from  state  taxation,  is 
stated  by  the  court  as  foUows :     "  We  perceive  no  limits  to  the  principle  of 
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la  TboBMon  t.  Union  Pacific  R.  Co.  the  railroad  company  coo- 
<eemed,  although  performinig  federal  serriees,  was  chartered  by 
the  State.  In  Union  Paeific  R.  Co.  v.  Peniston,*  the  same 
xloetrine  was  a[^lie<l  to  a  eonipany  chartered  by  Con- 
gress. This  fact,  it  was  heid,  did  take  the  case  out  of  the 
rule  laid  down  in  earlier  ease.  "  We  do  not  perceive/'  the  court 
declared,  "  that  this  presHits  any  reason  for  the  application  of 
a  rufe  different  from  that  which  was  applied  in  the  former  case. 
.  .  .  The  United  States  hare  no  more  ownership  of  the 
road  authorized  by  Congress  than  they  had  in  the  road  authorized 
by  Kansas.^'  "  It  is  manifest,^  the  cwtrt  continues,  '*  that  exemp- 
tion of  federal  agencies  from  state  taxation  is  dependent,  not 
trpon  tlie  nature  of  the  agents,  or  upon  the  mode  of  their  constitu- 
tion, or  upon  the  fact  that  they  are  agents,  but  upon  the  effect  of 
the  tax ;  that  is,  upon  the  question  whether  the  tax  does  in  truth 
deprive  them  of  power  to  serve  the  government  as  they  were  in- 
tended to  serve  it,  or  does  hinder  the  efficient  exercise  of  their 
power.  A  tax  upon  their  property  has  no  such  necessary  effect. 
It  leaves  them  free  to  discharge  the  duties  they  have  undertaken 
to  j)erform.  A  tax  upon  their  operations  is  a  direct  obstruction 
to  the  exercise  of  federal  powers.^* 

In  Owensboro  National  Bank  v.  Citv  of  Owensboro*  it  was  held 
that  the  property  of  national  banks,  organized  under  a  federal 
statute,  is  absolutely  exempt  from  state  taxation  except  in  so  far  as 
Congress  has  expressly  waived  this  immunity.  This  doctrine  would 
be  in  opposition  to  that  declared  in  Union  Paeific  R.  Co.  v.  Penis- 

— ^ , 1 -— w^    ^^^^  ■         I     !■  ■  I       I  --  -  !■        r • — -    —     1—^ 

exemption  which  the  complamanU  seek  io  eetiiUSsli.  It  would  remove  from 
the  reach  of  state  taxation  all  the  property  of  every  agent  of  the  governmeDt. 
Every  corporation  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  mails,  or  of  government 
property  of  any  deseriptioii,  hy  land  er  water,  «r  in  supplying  materials  for 
the  use  of  the  government,  or  in  perferming  any  swvit*©  of  whatever  kind, 
might  claim  the  benejfit  of  the  exemption.  ...  It  may  adiatt  of  question 
whether  the  whole  income  of  the  property  which  \«ill  remain  liable  to  state 
tfticatMn,  if  the  priiie^pfe  eofi tended  for  is  admitted  and  applied  in  its  fullest 
ttievt,  laay  bo4  iMiMHtely  be  Imind  inadefaate  to  the  suppart  of  tbe  state 
jBDverumentfi." 

5  18  Wan.  5 ;  21  L.  e€r,  787. 

« 173  U.  S.  664;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  537;  43  L.  ad.  8M» 
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ton  but  for  the  distinction  between  the  national  banks  as,  in  them- 
selves, governmental  instrumentalities  of  the  United  States,  and 
the  railroads  which  are  primarily  private  enterprises,  but  per- 
forming inter  alia  federal  services.  In  Davis  v.  Bank^  the 
court  had  said :  "  National  Banks  are  instrumentalities  of 
the  Federal-Government,  created  for  a  public  purpose,  and  as 
such  necessarily  subject  to  the  permanent  authority  of  the 
United  States.  It  follows  that  an  attempt  by  a  State  to  define 
their  duties,  or  control  the  conduct  of  their  affairs  is  absolutely 
void,  whenever  such  attempted  exercise  of  authority  expressly 
conflicts  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  either  frustrates 
the  purpose  of  the  national  legislation  or  impairs  the  eflSciency 
of  these  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  to  discharge  the 
duties  for  the  performance  of  which  they  were  created.''  "  It 
follows,  then,  necessarily  from  these  conclusions,"  the  court  say  in 
the  Owensboro  case,  "  that  the  respective  States  would  be  wholly 
without  power  to  levy  any  tax,  either  direct  or  indirect,  upon  the 
national  banks,  their  property,  assets  or  franchises,  were  it  not  for 
the  permissive  legislation  of  Congress." 

In  National  Bank  v.  Commonwealth®  the  Supreme 
Court  again  resisted  a  claim  attempted  to  be  made  un- 
der the  authority  of  the  doctrine  of  McCuUoch  v.  Mary- 
land, that  the  banks  as  governmental  agencies  are  wholly  exempt 
from  the  control  of  state  law  even  with  reference  to  matters  un- 
connected with  the  services  performed  by  them  as  federal  agencies. 
The  court  declared:  *' It  certainly  cannot  be  maintained  that 
banks  or  other  corporations  or  instrumentalities  of  the  govern- 
ment are  to  be  wholly  withdrawn  from  the  operation  of  state  legis- 
lation. The  most  important  agents  of  the  Federal  Government 
are  its  officers,  but  no  one  will  contend  that  when  a  man  becomes 
an  officer  of  the  government  he  ceases  to  be  subject  to  the  laws  of 
the  State.  The  principle  we  are  discussing  has  its  limitation,  a 
limitation  growing  out  of  the  necessity. on  which  the  principle 
itself  is  founded.    The  limitation  is,  that  the  agencies  of  the  Fed- 


7  161  U.  S.  275;  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  502;  40  L.  ed.  700. 
«9  Wall.  353;   19  L.  ed.  701. 
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eral  Government  are  only  exempted  from  state  legislation,  so  far 
as  the  legislation  may  interfere  with  or  impair  their  efficiency  in 
performing  the  functions  by  which  they  are  designed  to  serve  that 
government.  Any  other  rule  would  controvert  a  principle  founded 
alone  in  the  necessity  of  securing  to  the  government  of  the  United 
States  the  means  of  exercising  its  legitimate  powers,  into  an  un- 
authorized and  uiy^stifiable  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  States. 
The  salary  of  a  federal  officer  may  not  be  taxed ;  he  may  be  ex- 
empted from  any  personal  services  which  will  interfere  with  the 
discharge  of  his  official  duties,  because  those  exemptions  are 
essential  to  enable  him  to  perform  those  duties.  But  he  is  subject 
to  all  the  laws  of  the  State  which  affect  his  family,  or  social  rela- 
tions, or  his  property,  and  he  is  liable  to  punishment  for  crime, 
though  that  punishment  be  imprisonment  or  death.  So  of  the 
[federal]  banks.  They  are  subject  to  the  laws  of  the  State,  and 
are  governed  in  their  daily  course  of  business  far  more  by  the 
laws  of  the  State  than  of  the  Xation.  All  their  contracts  are 
governed  and  construed  by  state  laws.  Their  acquisition  and 
transfer  of  property,  their  right  to  collect  their  debts,  and  their 
liability  to  be  sued  for  debts,  are  all  based  on  state  law.  It  is  only 
when  the  State  incapacitates  the  bank  from  discharging  their 
duties  to  the  government  that  it  becomes  unconstitutional.'^ 

§  47.  State  Taxation  of  Federal  Franchises. 

A  franchise  to  be  or  to  act  as  a  corporation  granted  by  a  State, 
may  be  taxed  by  a  State  as  a  piece  of  intangible  property.  But 
franchises  or  other  rights  derived  from  the  Federal  Government 
may  not  bq  taxed  by  the  States  nor  any  hindrances  placed  by  th 
States  upon  their  exercise.  In  California  v.  Central  Pacific  R.  Co.® 
one  of  a  series  of  cases  dealing  with  the  Pacific  Eailroads,  the 
court  say :  "  These  franchises  were  granted  to  the  company  for 
national  purposes  and  to  subserve  national  ends.  It  seems  very 
clear  that  the  State  of  California  can  neither  take  them  away,  nor 
destroy,  nor  abridge  them,  nor  cripple  them  by  onerous  burdens. 
.    .     .     Can  it  tax  them  ?    It  may  undoubtedly  tax  outside  visible 

» 127  U.  S.  1 ;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1073 ;  22.  L.  ed.  150. 
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property  of  the  company  situated  within  the  State.  That  ia  a 
difierent  thing.  But  may  it  tax  franchisee  which  are  the  grant  of 
the  United  States  i    In  our  judgment^  it  cannot." 

§  48.  State  Taxation  of  Patent  Rights. 

In  conformity  with  the  foregoing  doctrine  it  has  been  held  that 
while  the  States  may  tax  the  capital  employed  in  the  manufacture 
of  copyrighted  or  patented  articles,  as  well  as  the  tangible  property 
embodied  in  these  articles,  they  may  not  exact  a  fee  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  these  federally  granted 
rights,  nor  can  they  tax  the  intangible  rights  themselves  as 
property.^ 

In  Patterson  v.  Kentucky^'  the  court  held  that  a  state  statute 
regulating  the  inspection  and  gauging  of  oils  was  a  mere  police 
regulation  and  did  not  violate  a  patent  right  under  which  a  certain 
oil  was  manufactured.  A  similar  conclusion  was  reached  in  Web- 
ber V.  Virginia.^  In  Allen  v.  Riley^^  was  held  valid  a  state  law 
which  required  one  selling  a  patent  right  in  any  county  in  the 
State,  to  file  with  the  clerk  of  such  county  an  authenticated  copy  of 
the  letters  patent,  together  with  an  affidavit  of  the  genuineness  of 
the  letters  patent,  and  that  any  written  obligation  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  a  patent  right  should  contain  the  words  *'  given 
for  a  patent  right."  These,  it  was  held,  were  proper  police  require- 
ments. The  court  say :  "  We  think  the  State  has  the  power  (cer- 
tainly until  Congress  legislates  upon  the  subject)  with  regard  to 
the  provision  which  shall  accompany  the  sale  or  assignment  of 
rights  arising  under  a  patent,  to  make  reasonable  regulations  con- 
cerning the  subject,  calculated  to  protect  its  citizens  from  fraud. 

M  Crown  Cork  and  Seal  Co.  v.  Maryland  (87  Md.  687) ;  People  v.  Assessors 
(156  N.  Y.  417)  ;  People  v.  Roberts  (150  N.  Y.  70).  In  these  cases  it  is  held 
that  if  the  tax  is  upon  the  corporate  property,  or  even  upon  the  shares  of 
rtoek  eyidencing^  that  property,  the  value  of  the  p&tent  rights  nrast  be  dedaeted. 
If,  however,  the  tax  be  upon  the  shares  of  stock  to  the  holders^  or  is  upon  the 
franchise  of  the  corporation,  the  fact  that  patent  rights  are  included  within 
ttie  assets  of  the  company  is  not  material.     Cf,  Judson,  Tawatwn,  %  33. 

1197  U.  S.  501;  24  L.  ed.  1115. 

u  108  U.  S.  334 ;  20  L.  ed.  565. 
.    JW203  U.  S.  347;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  95;  51  L.  ed.  216. 
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.  .  .  The  act  must  be  a  reasonable  and  fair  exercise  of  the 
power  of  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  checking  a  well-known  evil, 
and  to  prevent,. 80  far  as  possible,  fraud  and  imposition  in  regard 
to  the  sales  of  rights  under  patents.  Possibly  Congress  might  en- 
act a  statute  which  would  take  away  from  the  States  any  powv  to 
legislate  upon  the  subject,  but  it  has  not  as  yet  done  so."  " 

Of  course  no  State  may,  in  the  exercise  of  its  police  or  other 
powers,  in  any  way  discriminate  against  patented  articles.^ 

§  48.  State  Tazatioa  of  Federally  Licensed  Occupations. 

Where,  by  federal  license,  an  occupation  has  been  authorized 
by  the  United  States,  enjoyment  and  employment  of  the  license 
may  not  be  restrained  by  a  State.  Thus  in  Moran  v.  Xew  Orleans*^ 
was  held  void  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans  imposing  a 
license  tfix  on  certain  vessels  engaged  in  foreign  commerce  and 
duly  enrolled  and  licensed  under  act  of  Congress.  The  court  say : 
"  The  sole  occupation  sought  to  be  subjected  to  the  tax  is  that  of 
using  and  enjoying  the  license  of  the  United  States  to  wnploy  these 
particular  vessels  in  tlie  coasting  trade;  and  the  State  thus  seeks 
to  burden  with  an  exaction,  fixed  at  its  own  pleasure,  the  very 
right  to  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  entitled  under  and  which 
he  derives  from  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States. 
The  Louisiana  statute  declares  expressly  that  if  he  refuses  or 
neglects  to  pay  the  license  tax  imposed  upon  him,  for  using  his 
boat  in  this  way,  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  act  under  and  avail 
himself  of  tlie  license  granted  by  the  United  States,  but  may  be 
enjoined  from  so  doing  by  judicial  process.  The  conflict  between 
the  two  authorities  is  direct  and  express.  ...  In  such  an 
opposition,  the  only  question  is  which  is  the  superior  authority; 
and  reduced  to  that  it  furnishes  its  own  answer." 

In  Harman  v.  Chicago^^  this  doctrine  is  approved  and  again 
applied. 

14  Justices  White  and  Day  dissented. 

isOzan  Limber  Co.  v.  Union  Co.  Nat.  Bank  (145  Fed.  144). 

i«112  U.  S.  60;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  38;  28  L.  ed.  «53. 

IT  147  U.  S.  396;  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  306;  37  L.  ed.  216. 
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§  50.  State  Taxation  of  Federal  Salaries. 

That  the  salary  or  other  emoluments  of  office  of  federal  official^^ 
may  not  be  taxed  by  the  States  has  not  been  questioned  since  th^^^ 
doctrine  was  first  declared  in  Dobbins  v.  Commissioners.^®  "  The 
powers  of  the  National  Qovermnent,''  the  court  say,  "  can  only  be 
executed  by  officers  whose  services  must  be  compensated  by  Con- 
gress. The  allowance  is  in  its  discretion.  The  presumption  is 
that  the  compensation  given  by  law  is  no  more  than  the  services 
are  worth,  and  only  such  in  amount  as  will  secure  from  the 
officer  the  diligent  performance  of  his  duties,  .  .  .  The 
compensation  of  an  officer  of  the  United  States  is  fixed  by  a  law 
made  by  Congress.  It  is  in  its  exclusive  discretion  to  determine 
what  shall  be  given,  ....  Does  not  a  tax,  then,  by  a  State 
upon  the  office,  diminishing  the  recompense,  conflict  with  the  law 
of  the  United  States,  which  secures  it  to  the  officer  in  its  entire- 
ness  ?    It  certainly  has  such  an  effect"  ^* 

§  51.  State  Taxation  of  Federal  Property. 

The  principle  that  property  belonging  to  the  United  States  is 
not  taxable  by  the  States  in  which  it  is  situated  did  not  receive 
final  judicial  affirmation  until  1885  in  Van  Brocklin  v.  Tennes- 
see.^ Prior  to  this  decision  it  had  quite  generally  been  taken  for 
granted  tliat  federal  property  was  thus  exempt  from  state  taxation, 
but  in  a  number  of  cases  Congress  would  seem  to  have  implied  that 
it  was  not  confident  upon  this  point  since  it  incorporated  into  en- 
abling acts  for  the  admission  of  territories  into  the  Union  as  States, 
the  requirement  that  after  admission  the  property  of  the  United 


18  16  Pet.  435;  10  L.  ed.  1022. 

19  It  18  probable  that  an  act  of  Congress  imposing  a  tax  upon  salaries  of  the 
president  and  federal  judges  would  be  held  void  as  in  violation  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision  that  the  compensation  of  these  officials  shall  not  be 
diminished  during  the  period  for  which  they  are  elected  or  appointed.  See 
Sen.  Mis.  Doc.,  No.  214,  53rd  Cong.,  2nd  Sess. 

In  W.  U.  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Texas  (105  U.  S.  460;  26  L.  ed.  1067)  the  court 
held  that  a  state  tax  upon  telegraph  messages  could  not  be  collected  upon 
messages  sent  by  officers  of  the  United  States  on  public  business. 

20  117  U.  S.  161;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  670;  29  L.  ed.  845. 
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States  should  be  exempt  from  state  taxation.  The  effect  of  the 
decision  in  Van  Brocklin  v.  Tennessee  was,  of  course,  to  hold 
that  these  provisions  were  declaratory  merely,  and,  therefore, 
superfluous.  The  fact  that  the  lands  concerned  in  this  Tennessee 
case  were  acquired  by  the  United  States  through  sales  for  direct 
taxes  levied  by  act  of  Congress  and  not  expressly  ceded  by  the 
States,  was  held  bnmaterial. 

In  Wisconsin  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Price  County^^  the  doctrine  of  Van 
Brocklin  v.  Tennessee  reappeared  and  was  broadened  so  as  to  in- 
clude taxation  hot  only  by  the  State  but  by  any  of  its  administra- 
tive subdivisions,^ 

§  52.  State  Taxation  of  Federal  Securities. 

United  States  securities,  it  has  been  held,  may  not  be  taxed 
by  the  States  for  the  reason  that  to  admit  this  power  would  give 
to  the  State  the  authority  to  impair  the  borrowing  power  of  the 
Xational  Government  This  was  early  decided  in  Weston  v. 
Charleston.^  "  The  tax  on  government  stock,"  said  Marshall, 
who  rendered  the  opinion  in  the  case,  "  is  thought  by  this  court  to 
be  a  tax  on  the  contract,  a  tax  on  the  power  to  borrow  money  on 
the  credit  of  the  United  States,  and  consequently  to  be  repugnant 
to  the  Constitution." 

Distinguishing  such  a  state  tax  from  one  on  land  after  it  has 
been  sold  by  the  Federal  Government  —  a  tax  which  it  was  con- 
ceded  the  States  might  lay  —  Marshall  said :     **  The  lands  pup- 

a  133  U.  S.  496;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  341 :  33  L.  ed.  687. 

<2<'It  18  familiar  law  that  a  State  has  no  power  to  tax  property  of  the 
United  States  within  its  limita.  This  exemption  of  their  property  from  state 
taxation  —  and  hy  state  taxation  we  mean  any  taxation  by  authority  of  the 
State,  whether  it  be  strictly  for  state  purposes  or  for  more  local  and  special 
objects  —  is  founded  upon  that  principle  which  inheres  in  every  independent 
goTcrnment,  that  it  must  be  free  from  any  such  interference  of  another  govern- 
ment as  may  tend  to  destroy  its  powers  or  impair  their  efficiency." 

As  to  the  inability  of  the  States  to  tax  lands  allotted  in  severalty  to  the 
Indians  under  the  act  of  1881,  the  improvements  on  thom  and  the  cattle  or 
other  property  furnished  the  allottees,  see  chapter  XX  of  this  worlc,  and 
especially  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Reckert  (188  U.  S.  432;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478; 
47  t.  ed.  532). 

28  2  Pet.  449;  7  L.  ed.  481. 
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chased  become  a  part  of  the  mass  of  property  in  the  country  with 
no  implied  exemption  from  common  burdens.  All  lands  are  de- 
rived from  the  general  or  partieidar  government  and  all  lands^ 
are  subject  to  taxation.  Lands  sold  are  in  the  condition  of  money 
borrowed  and  repaid.  Its  liability  to  taxation  in  any  form  it  may 
then  assume  is  not  questioned.  The  connection  between  the  bor- 
rower and  the  lender  is  dissolved.  It  is  no  burden  on  loans,  and 
it  is  no  impediment  to  the  power  of  borrowing  that  the  money, 
when  repaid,  loses  its  exemption  from  taxation.  But  a  tax  upon 
debts  due  from  the  government,  stands,  we  think,  on  very  different 
principles  from  a  tax  on  lands  which  the  government  has  sold." 

In  Banks  v.  The  ilayor^  the  attempt  to  make  a  distinction  be- 
tw^een  the  bonds  of  the  government  issued  for  loans  of  money  and 
certificates  of  indebtedness  given  in  payment  for  supplies  puT^ 
chased,  and  to  hold  the  latter  subject  to  taxation  by  the  States, 
was  defeated  by  the  court.  So  also  in  Bank  v.  Supervisors** 
United  States  notes  issued  under  the  acts  of  1862  and  1863  were 
held  exempt  from  state  taxation. 

In  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Commissioners^^  stock  of  the  United 
States  constituting  a  part  or  the  whole  of  the  capital  stock  of  a 
state  bank  was  held  not  subject  to  state  taxation,  the  fact  that  the 
tax  was  on  the  aggregate  of  the  taxpayer's  property  and  not  upon 
the  stock  by  name  being  held  immaterial.  So  aUo  in  the  Bank 
Tax  Case^^  a  state  tax  on  a  valuation  equal  to  the  amount  of  the 
capital  stock  paid  in,  and  surplus,  of  a  state  bank  was  held  to  be 
a  tax  on  the  property  of  the  institution  and,  therefore,  invalid,  in 
so  far  as  that  property  consisted  of  stocks  of  the  L^nited  States. 

In  Home  Savings  Bank  v.  Des  ^loines^  it  was  held  that  a  state 
statute  directing  that  shares  of  stock  of  state  banks  should  be 
assessed  to  such  banks,  and  not  to  individual  shareholders,  operated 
as  a  tax  on  the  property  of  the  bank  and,  therefore,  in  so  far  a» 

"7  WaU.  16;  19  L.  ed.  57. 

25  7  Wall.  26;  19  L.  ed.  60. 

26  2  Black,  620;  17  L.  ed.  451. 
17  2  Wall.  200:   17  L.  ed.  793. 

28  205  U.  S.  503;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  571;  51  L.  ed.  901. 
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Buch  property  represented   federal   eeciiritiea,   vicdated   the  im- 
munity of  such  securities  from  state  taxation.^ 

»Ih  it«  opinion  the  court  say:  "We  must  inquire  whether  the  law  really 
iupofles  a  tax  apoa  the  shares  of  stock  as  the  property  of  their  owners,  or 
merely  adapts  the  value  of  those  shares  as  tlie  Bieaeur^  of  valuation  of  the 
property  of  the  corporation,  and  by  that  standard  taxes  that  property  itself. 
The  result  of  this  inquiry  is  of  vital  importance,  becau*o  there  may  be  a  tax 
upon  the  shares  of  a  corporation,  which  are  pro|)erty  distinct  from  that  owned 
by  the  cor])oration,  and  with  a  different  owner,  without  an  allowance  of  the 
exemption  due  to  tlic  property  of  the  corporation  itself,  while,  if  the  tax  is 
upon  the  corporation's  property,  all  exemptions  due  it  must  be  allowed." 

After  reviewing  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Commissioners  (2  Black.  620;  17 
L.  ed.  451)  and  Bank  Tax  Case  (2  Wall.  200;  17  L.  od.  703)  the  opinion  cou- 
tinue««:  "The  case  at  bar  cannot  be  distingiiislicd  in  principle  from  these 
cas<>s.  In  the  first  case  the  tax  was  on  the  capital  stock  at  its  actual  value; 
in  the  second  ca^  on  the  amount  of  the  capital  stock  and  the  surplus  earn- 
ings; and,  in  the  case  at  bar,  on  the  shares  of  the  stock,  taking  into  account 
the  capital,  snrplus,  and  undivided  earning?.  It  would  be  dilTicult  for  the 
most  ingenious  mind  and  tlie  most  accomplished  pen  to  state  any  distinction 
between  these  three  laws,  except  by  the  manner  by  which  they  all  sought  the 
same  end. —  the  taxation  of  the  property  of  the  bank.  The  sliglit  concealment 
afforded  by  tiie  omission  of  the  property  eo  nomine  is  not  suflBcient  to  disguise 
the  fact  that,  in  effect,  it  is  the  property  which  is  taxed.  If,  included  in  that 
property  it  is  discovered  that  there  is  some  which  is  entitled  by  federal  right 
to  an  immunity,  it  is  the  duty  of  this  court  to  see  that  the  immunity  is 
respected." 

Of  the  line  of  cases  affirming  the  doctrine  of  Van  Allen  v.  Assessors  (3  WalL 
573;  18  I^  ed.  220),  the  opinion  declares:  "There  is  nothing  in  them  which 
justifies  tlie  tax  under  consideration  here,  levied,  as  has  been  shown,  on  the 
corporate  property.  Without  further  review  of  the  authorities  it  is  safe  to  say 
that  the  distinction  established  in  the  Van  Allen  case  has  always  been 
observed  by  this  court,  and  that,  although  taxes  by  States  have  been  permitted 
which  might  indirectly  affect  United  States  securities,  they  have  never  been 
permitted  in  any  case  except  where  the  taxation  has  been  levied  upon  property 
uhich  is  entirely  distinct  and  independent  from  these  securities.  On  the  other 
hand,  whenever,  as  in  these  cases,  the  tax  has  been  upon  the  property  of  the 
corporation  so  far  as  that  property  has  consisted  of  such  securities,  it  has 
been  held  void.  ...  It  is  said  that  where  a  tax  is  levied  upon  a  corporation, 
measured  by  the  value  of  the  shares  in  it,  it  is  equivalent  in  its  effect  to  a  tax 
(clearly  valid)  upon  the  shareholders  in  respect  of  their  shares,  because,  being 
paid  by  the  bank,  the  burden  falls  eventually  ujion  the  shareholders  in  pro- 
portion to  their  holdings.  It  was  upon  this  view  that  the  lower  court  rested 
it?  opinion.  But  the  two  kinds  of  taxes  are  not  equivalent  in  law,  because  the 
State  has  the  power  to  levy  one.  and  has  not  the  power  to  levy  the  other. 
The  queirtion  here  is  one  of  power,  and  not  of  economics.  If  the  State  has  not 
the  power  to  levj-  this  tax,  we  will  not  inquire  whether  auother  tax,  which  it 
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Where,  however,  the  state  tax  may  properly  be  held  to  be  a 
franchise  tax  upon  the  state  institution,  it  has  been  held  valid 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  United  States  stocks  constitute  a 
part  of  the  assets  of  the  institution.  "  Nothing  is  more  certain 
in  legal  discussion,"  the  court  say  in  Society  for  Savings  v. 
Coite,^^  "  that  the  privileges  and  franchises  of  a  private  corpora- 
tion, all  trades  and  avocations  by  which  the  citizens  acquire 
a  livelihood,  may  be  taxed  by  a  State  for  the  support  of 
the  state  government.  Authority  to  that  effect  resides  in 
the  State  wholly  independent  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  is 
wholly  unaffected  by  the  fact  that  the  corporation  or  individual 
has  or  has  not  made  investment  in  federal  securities."  ^^  So  also 
in  Home  Insurance  Co.  v.  New  York  ^  it  was  held  that  a  state 
statute  imposing  a  tax  upon  the  ^*  corporate  franchise  or  business  " 
of  a  company,  and  making  reference  to  its  capital  stock  and  divi- 
dends only  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amount  of  the  tax, 
was  not  invalid  as  levying  a  tax  on  the  capital  stock  or  property 
of  the  company,  but  upon  its  corporate  franchise,  and,  therefore, 
not  subject  to  the  objection  that  it  imposed  a  tax  on  United  States 
securities  constituting  a  portion  of  the  investments  of  the  com- 
pany. A  tax  levied  upon  shares  of  stock  in  the  hands  of  their 
holders  it  has  been  uniformly  held  is  not  equivalent  to  a  tax  upon 
of  the  company,  but  upon  its  corporate  franchise,  and,  therefore, 
it  has,  been  consistently  held  that  the  States  may  tax  the  shares 
of  a  national  bank  in  the  hands  of  the  shareholders,  or,  similarly, 
the  stock  of  corporations  whose  investments  consist  wholly  or  in 
part  of  federal  securities.^ 

icight  lawfully  impose,  would  have  the  same  ultimate  incidence.  Precisely  the 
same  argument  was  made  and  rejected  in  Owensboro  Xat.  Bank  v.  Owens- 
boro." 

30  6  Wall,  611;   18  L.  ed.  907. 

81  Citing  Osborn  v.  Bank  of  U.  S.   (9  Wh.  738;  6  L.  ed.  204). 

82  134  U.  S.  594;   10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  503;  33  L.  ed.  1025. 

M  Van  Allen  v.  Assessors  (3  Wall.  573;  18  L.  ed.  229)  ;  Provident  Institu- 
tion V.  Massachusetts  (6  Wall.  611;  18  L.  ed.  907);  Palmer  v.  McMahon 
(133  U.  S.  600;   10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  324;  33  L.  ed.  772.) 
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§  53.  Income  from  Federal  Securities  Exempt  from  State  Taxa- 
tion. 

Incomes  derived  from  interest  on  federal  securities,  are  exempt 
from  state  taxation.'^  This  was  held  with  reference  to  the  exemp- 
tion from  federal  taxation  of  incomes  derived  from  state  securi- 
ties, and  the  same  reasoning  would  of  course  exclude  from  state 
taxation  incomes  derived  from  federal  securities.*^ 

§  54.  State  Taxation  of  Circulating  Notes  of  National  Banks. 

Congress,  by  an  act  approved  August  13,  1894,  has  provided  that 
*^  circulating  notes  of  national  banking  associations  and  United 
States  legal  tender  notes,  and  other  notes  and  certificates  of  the 
United  States,  payable  on  demand,  and  circulating  or  intended 
to  circulate,  as  currency  .  .  .  shall  be  subject  to  [state]  taxa- 
tion as  money  on  hand  or  on  deposit."  In  Hibernia  Savings  and 
Loan  Society  v.  San  Francisco**^  the  Supreme  Court  hejd  that  not- 
withstanding the  act  of  Congress  of  1862  ^^  declaring  that 
'^  all  stocks,  bonds,  treasury  notes,  and  other  obligations  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation  by  or  under  state  or 
municipal  or  local  authority,''  certain  United  States  treasury 
checks  for  interest  accrued  upon  registered  bonds  of  the  United 
States,  where  intended  for  immediate  payment  of  interest,  might 
be  taxed  by  a  State  in  the  hands  of  the  owner.  ^'  Had  the  govern- 
ment [of  the  United  States],"  said  the  court,  "  in  the  absence  of 
money  for  the  immediate  payment  of  interest  upon  its  bonds, 
issued  new  obligations  for  the  payment  of  this  interest  at  a  future 
day,  it  might  well  be  claimed  that  these  were  not  taxable,  as  the 
taxation  of  such  notes  would,  to  the  extent  of  the  tax,  impair 
their  value  and  negotiability  in  the  hands  of  the  holder.  .  .  . 
But  where  the  checks  are  issued  payable  immediately,  they  merely 
stand  in  the  place  of  coin,  which  may.  be  immediately  drawn 

MBank  of  Kentucky  v.  Com.   (4  Bush,  48). 

•  Pollock  V.  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Co.   (157  U.  S.  429;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep» 
673;  39  L.  ed.  759). 

W200  U.  S.  310;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  265;  50  L.  ed.  495. 
«7  Rev.  Stat,  I  3701. 
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thereon.  .  .  .  While  the  checks  are  obligatione  of  Uie  United 
States,  and  within  the  letter  of  Sec.  3701,  they  are  uot  withiir 
its  si)irit,  and  are  proper  subjects  of  taxation/' 

§  55.  State  Taxation  of  Bequests  to  the  United  States. 

Bequests  to  the  United  States  may  be  subjected  to  state  in- 
heritance taxes,  such  taxes,  the  courts,  both  state  and  federal, 
holding  to  be  not  upon  the  property  bequeathed,  but  upon  its^ 
transmission  by  will  or  by  descent.  **  The  legacy  becomes  the 
property  of  the  United  States  only  after  it  has  suffered  a  diminu- 
tion to  the  amoimt  of  the  tax,  and  it  is  only  upon  this  conditioiL 
that  the  state  legislature  assents  to  a  bequest  of  it.''  ^ 

Further,  in  Plumber  v.  Coler^  it  w^s  held  that  the  state  in- 
heritance tax  might  be  collected  upon  a  bequest  consisting  of 
United  ritates  bonds  issued  under  an  act  of  Congress  specifically 
declarin^;^  them  to  be  exempt  from  state  taxation  in  any  form. 
After  an  exhaustive  reWew  of  authorities  the  court  say:  "We 
think  the  conclusion  fairly  to  be  drawn  from  the  federal  cases  is 
that  the  right  to  take  property  by  will  or  by  descent  is  derived 
from  and  regulated  by  municipal  law;  that,  in  assessing  a  tax 
upon  such  right  or  privilege,  the  State  may  lawfully  measure  or 
fix  tiie  amount  of  the  tax  by  referring  to  tlie  value  of  the  property 
passing,  and  that  the  incidental  fact  tfiat  such  property  is  com- 
posed, in  w^hole  or  in  part,  of  federal  securities,  does  not  invali- 
date the  tax  or  tlie  law  under  which  it  is  imposed."  In  Murdock 
V.  Ward  ^  it  was  held  that  a  similar  bequest  of  federal  securities 
was  not  exempt  from  the  inheritance  tax  imposed  by  the  War 
Revenue  act  of  Congress  of  1898. 

§  56.  State  Taxation  of  National  Banks. 

By  act  of  June  3,  1864,  certain  powers  of  taxation  with  refer- 
ence to  national  banks  were  given  by  Congress  to  the  States.  This 
permission  now  cx)nstituting  Section  5210  of  the  Revised  Statutes 

38  United  States  t.  Perkins  (163  U.  S.  625;  16  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  1073;  41  L.  ed. 

2S7). 

89  178  V.   S.  115  ;  20  Sup,  €i.  Kep.  ^9;  44  L.  ed.  W8. 
40  178  U.  S.  139;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  775;  44  L.  cd.  1009. 
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is  9m  follows:  ^^  Nothing  herein  shall  prevent  all  the  shares  in 
anj  association  from  being  inelnded  in  the  valuation  of  the  per* 
aonal  jwroperty  of  the  owner  or  holder  of  such  shares,  in  assessing 
taxes  imposed  by  anthoritr  of  the  State  in  which  the  association 
is  located;  but  the  legislature  of  each  State  may  determine  and 
direct  the  manner  and  place  of  taxing  all  shares  of  national  bank- 
ing associations  located,  i^ithin  the  State,  subject  to  only  the  two 
restrictions,  that  the  taxation  shall  not  be  at  a  greater  rate  than 
is  assessed  upon  other  moneyed  capital  in  the  hands  of  individual 
citizens  of  such  State,  and  that  the  shares  of  any  national  banking 
association  owned  by  nonresidents  of  any  Sta»te,  shall  be  taxed  in 
the  city  or  town  where  the  bank  is  located,  and  not  elsewhere. 
Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  exempt  the  real  property  of 
associations  from  either  state,  county,  or  municipal  taxes  to  the 
same  ext^it,  according  to  its  value,  as  other  real  property  is 
taxed.'' 

As  has  been  already  pointed  out  this  permission  measures  the 
entire  extent  of  the  State's  power  of  taxation  with  reference  to 
the  national  banks*  This  federal  act  has  been  construed. to  oper- 
ate not  as  a  grant  by  the  United  States  to  the  States  of  a  power 
not  previously  possessed,  but  as  the  removal  by  Congress  of  a 
hindrance  to  the  exercise  by  the  States  of  a  power  inherent  in 
them.  In  Van  Allen  v.  Assessors*^  the  court  say :  "  It 
is  said  that  Congress  possesses  no  power  to  confer  upon 
a  State  authority  to  be  exercised  which  has  been  ex- 
clusively delegated  to  that  body  by  the  Constitution  and,  conse- 
quently, that  it  cannot  confer  upon  tlie  State  the  sovereign  right 
of  taxation;  nor  is  the  State  competent  to  receive  a  grant  of  any 
such  power  from  Congress.  We  agree  to  this.  But  as  it  respects 
a  subject-matter  over  which  Congress  and  the  States  may  exercise 
a  concurrent  power,  but  from  the  exercise  of  which  Congress,  by 
reason  of  its  paramount  authority,  may  exclude  the  States,  there 
is  no  doubt  Congress  may  withhold  the  exercise  of  that  authority 
and  leave  the  States  free  to  act.     .    .  .     Tlie  power  of  taxation 

under  the  Constitution  as  a  general  rule,  and  as  has  been  repeat- 

~  ■  —  -  —  _ 
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edly  recognized  in  adjudged  cases  in  this  court,  is  a  concurrent 
power.  The  qualifications  of  the  rule  are  the  exclusion  of  the 
States  from  the  taxation  of  the  means  and  instruments  employed 
in  the  exercise  of  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Government."  *^ 

In  Van  Allen  v.  Assessors,^  as  previously  stated,  the  court  held 
that  the  congressional  permission  to  the  States  to  tax  the  shares 
of  national  banks  in  the  hands  of  the  shareholders  was  not  de- 
feated by  the  fact  that  such  banks  have  their  capital  wholly  or  in 
part  invested  in  federal  securities. 

The  power  of  the  States  under  Section  5219  to  tax  property 
and  the  shares  of  stock  of  national  banks  of  their  holders,  does 
not  carry  with  it  the  authority  to  levy  a  tax  that  will  in  any  wise 
operate  as  a  tax  on  the  franchise  of  the  banks,  that  is,  their  right 
to  be  and  to  do  business  within  the  State. 

In  Owensboro  National  Bank  v.  Owensboro**  the  only  question 
held  by  the  court  to  be  open  to  argument  was  as  to  whether  in  fact 
the  State  tax  involved  operated  as  a  tax  on  the  franchise  of  the 
bank.  That  it  would  be  void  if  it  did  so  operate  the  court  held  not 
open  to  doubt.  In  this  case,  the  tax,  while  not  a  tax  on  the  fran- 
chise in  a  technical  sense,  was  held  to  be  not  upon  the  shares  of 
stock  in  the  names  of  the  shareholders,  but  upon  all  the  intangible 
property  of  the  bank  and,  therefore,  void. 

§  57.  Federal  Taxation  of  State  Agencies. 

Correlative  to  the  implied  limitation  upon  the  States  with  re- 
spect to  interference  with  federal  agencies  of  government,  is  the 
implied  obligation  upon  the  Federal  Government  not  to  interfere 
with  the  operation  of  the  governmental  agencies  of  the  States. 
This  limitation  upon  the  Federal  Government  is  not,  however,  so 
strictly  construed  as  that  laid  upon  the  States.  Here,  as  in  every 
other  case,  where  a  conflict  arises  between  the  exercise  of  federal 

_  _  I  I  M , 

42  Compare  In  re  Rahrer  (140  U.  S.  546;  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865;  35  L.  ed. 
572)  in  which  was  sustained  the  power  of  Congress  to  permit  a  State  to  extend 
police  jurisdiction  over  imported  liquors  upon  their  arrival  within  the  State.^ 

«3  WaU.  573;  18  L.  ed.  229. 
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powers,  and  of  state  powers,  the  State  must  yield,  although,  except 
for  this  opposition,  it  would  be  within  its  constitutional  rights. 
Thus  franchises  granted  to  interstate  railway  companies  by  the 
United  States  are  not  taxable  by  the  States.**  But  in  Veazie  Bank 
V.  Fenno^  the  Federal  Government,  in  the  exercise  of  its  constitu- 
tional powers  to  control  the  currency,  was  pennitted  to  tax  out  of 
existence  the  issue  of  ^tate  banks,  although  it  was  not  denied  that 
the  States  had  the  constitutional  power  to  charter  such  banks.*^ 

In  this  Veazie  Bank  case  it  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  State 
that  the  federal  tax  in  question  was,  in  effect,  a  tax  on  a  fran- 
chise granted  by  the  State,  and  as  such  unconstitutional.  The 
eonrt  held  that,  in  fact,  the  tax  was  not  upon  the  franchise  of  the 
bank,  but  declared,  obiter,  "  We  do  not  say  that  there  may  not 
be  such  a  tax.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  reserved  rights  of  the 
States,  such  as  the  right  to  pass  laws,  to  give  effect  to  laws  through 
executive  action,  tp  administer  justice  through  the  courts,  and  to 
employ  all  necessary  agencies  for  legitimate  purposes  of  state 
government,  are  not  proper  subjects  of  the  taxing  power  of  Con- 
gress. But  it  cannot  be  admitted  that  franchises  granted  by  a 
State  are  necessarily  exempt  from  taxation;  for  franchises  are 
property,  often  very  valuable  and  productive  property,  and  when 
not  conferred  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  some  reserved 
power  of  a  State,  seems  to  be  as  properly  objects  of  taxation  as 
any  other  property." 

Similarly  in  Ex  parte  Rapier*®  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  a 
lottery  company  was  chartered  by  a  State  did  not  prevent  the 
Federal  Government  from  excluding  its  tickets  from  the  mails. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  not,  however,  permitted  this  principle 
of  the  supremacy  of  the  Federal  Government  to  authorize  the 
National  Government,  by  taxation  or  otherwise,  to  interfere  with 
the  States  in  the  exercise  of  their  governmental  rights,  except  in 
as  far  as  such  interference  is  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  a  fed- 

«  Calif  V.  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.  (127  U.  S.  1;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1073;  32  L.  ed. 
150). 
4«  8  Wall.  533 ;  19  L.  ed.  482. 

« Briscoe  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky  (11  Pet.  257;  9  L.  ed.  709). 
«143  U.  S.  110;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  374;  36  L.  ed.  93. 
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eral  power.  In  Lane  County  v.  Oregon**  it  wae  held  that  the 
Federal  Government  waa  without  the  jK^wer  to  compel  the  States 
to  receive  in  paynaent  of  their  taxes  paper  currency  that  had  been 
declared  legal  tender  by  the  Federal  Government,  In  its  opinion 
the  court  say:  ^^  The  pe(^le  of  the  United  States  constitute 
one  nation,  under  one  government,  and  this  gOTemment  within 
the  scope  of  the  powers  with  which  it  is  invested,  is  supreme. 
On  the  other  hand  the  people  of  each  State  compose  a  State, 
having  its  own  go^-emment,  and  endorwed  with  all  the  functioiis 
essentia]  to  separate  and  independent  existence.  The  States  dis- 
united might  continue  to  exist.  Without  the  States  in  union 
there  could  be  no  such  political  body  slr  the  United  States. 
.  .  .  Xow,  to  the  existence  of  the  States,  themselves,  necessary 
to  the  existence  of  the  United  States,  the  power  of  taxation  is  in- 
disi)ensable.  It  is  an  essential  function  of  the  government. 
.  .  .  In  respect,  however,  to  property,  busi^iess  and  persons, 
within  their  respective  limits  their  power  of  taxation  remained 
and  remains  entire.  It  is,  indeed,  a  concurrent  power,  and  in  the 
case  of  a  tax  on  the  same  subject  by  both  governments,  the  claim 
of  the  United  States,  as  the  supreme  authority,  must  be  preferred ; 
but^  with  this  qualification  it  is  absolute.  The  extent  to  which  it 
shall  be  exercised,  the  subjects  upon  which  it  shall  be  exercised, 
and  the  mode  in  which  it  shall  be  exercised,  are  equally  within 
the  discretion  of  the  legislatures  to  which  the  States  commit  the 
exercise  of  the  power.  That  discretion  is  restrained  only  by  the 
will  of  the  people  expressed  in  the  state  Constitutions  or  through 
elections,  and  by  the  condition  that  it  must  not  be  so  used  as  to 
burden  or  embarrass  the  operations  of  the  National  Government 
There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  which  contemplates  or  au- 
thorizes any  direct  abridgement  of  this  power  by  national  legisla- 
tion. To  the  extent  just  indicated  it  is  as  complete  in  the  States 
as  the  like  power,  within  the  limits  of  the  Constitution,  is  com- 
plete in  Congress.  If,  therefore,  the  condition  of  any  State,  in 
the  judgment  of  its  legislature,  requires  the  collection  of  taxes  in 
kind,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  delivery  to  the  proper  officers  of  a 

«  7  Wall.  71 ;  19  L.  ed.  101. 
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certain  proportion  of  products,  or  in  gold  or  silver  bullion,  or  in 
gold  and  silver  coin,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  upon  what  principle  the 
National  Legislature  can  interfere  with  the  exercise,  to  that  end, 
of  this  poorer,  original  in  the  States^  and  never  as  yet  surrendered. 
If  this  be  sOy  it  is,  certainly,  a  reasonable  conclusion  that  Con- 
gress did  not  intend,  by  the  general  temis  of  the  Currency  Act, 
to  restrain  the  exercise  of  this  power  in  the  manner  shown  by  the 
Statutes  of  Ch^gon." 

In  the  case  of  OoHector  v.  Bay**  it  held  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
^rmnent  conld  not  levy  an  income  tax  upon  the  salaries  of  state 
officials-  In  that  case  the  court  said :  *^  If  the  means  and  in- 
fitrumen  tali  ties  employed  by  that  [the  General]  Government  to 
carry  into  operation  the  powers  granted  to  it,  are,  necessarily, 
and,  for  the  sake  of  self-preservation,  exempt  from  taxation  by 
the  States,  why  are  not  those  of  the  States  depending  upon 
their  reserved  powers,  for  like  reasons,  equally  exempt  from 
federal  taxation  ?  Their  unimpaired  existence  in  the  one 
case  is  as  essential  as  in  the  other.  It  is  admitted  that  there 
is  no  express  provision  in  the  Constitution  that  prohibits  the  Gen- 
eral Government  from  taxing  the  means  and  instrumentalities  of 
the  States,  nor  is  there  any  prohibiting  the  States  from  taxing  the 
means  and  instrumentalities  of  that  government.  In  both  cases 
the  exemption  rests  upon  necessary  implication,  and  is  upheld  by 
the  great  law  of  self-preservation, —  as  any  government,  whose 
means  employed  in  conducting  iU  operations,  if  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  another  and  distinct  government,  can  only  exist  at  the 
mercy  of  that  government.  Of  what  avail  are  these  means  if 
another  power  may  tax  them  at  discretion  ?  " 

Thus,  the  court  goes  on  to  point  out  that  the  alleged  federal 
right  that  was  involved,  so  far  from  l)eing  similar  to  that  sus- 
tained in  Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno,  was  included  within  that  sphere 
of  state  interest  which  the  court  in  that  case  expressly  declared 
to  be  beyond  the  taxing  power  of  the  Federal  Government. 

wil  Wall.  113;  20  L.  ed.  122. 
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§  68.  Federal  Taxation  of  Property  of  Municipalities. 

In  United  States  v.  B,  &  O.  Ry.*'  it  was  held  that  the  United 
States  could  not  collect  a  tax  on  money  due  a  municipality  of 
one  of  the  States,  the  court  saying:  "A  municipal  corporation 
like  the  City  of  Baltimore,  is  a  representative  not  only  of  the 
State,  but  is  a  portion  of  its  governmental  power.  It  is  one  of 
its  creatures,  made  for  a  specific  purpose,  to  exercise  within  a 
limited  sphere  the  powers  of  the  State.  The  State  may  withdraw 
these  local  powers  of  government  at  pleasure,  and  may,  through 
its  legislature  or  other  appointed  channels,  govern  the  local  terri- 
tory as  it  governs  the  State  at  large.  It  may  enlarge  or  contract 
its  powers  or  destroy  its  existence.  As  a  portion  of  the  State  in 
the  exercise  of  a  limited  portion  of  the  powers  of  the  State,  its 
revenues,  like  those  of  the  State,  are  not  subject  to  taxation."  ^ 

In  Mercantile  Kat  Bank  v.  New  York*^  it  was  decided  that 
the  United  States  might  not  tax  bonds  issued  by  a  State  or  one 
of  its  municipal  bodies,  under  its  authority,  and  held  by  private 
corporations. 

In  the  Income  Tax  case^  it  was  held  that  a  federal  tax  might 
not  be  levied  on  income  derived  from  municipal  bonds. 

In  Ambrosini  v.  United  States"  the  court  held  that  bonds 
given  to  secure  the  proper  enforcement  of  state  laws  in  respect 
to  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  were  not  subject  to  fed- 
eral taxation. 

§  59.  South  Carolina  v.  United  States. 

An  interesting  case  of  recent  date  bearing  upon  the  right  of  the 
Federal  Government,  by  taxation  or  otherwise,  to  interfere  with 

61  17  Wall.  322;  21  L.  cd.  597. 

62  In  this  case  two  justices  dissented  on  the  ground  that,  conceding  that 
the  instruments  for  conducting  the  public  affairs  of  the  municipality  are 
entitled  to  the  same  exemption  from  federal  taxation  as  those  of  the  State 
at  large,  it  did  not  follow  that  property  possessed  and  used  merely  in  a 
commercial  way  for  income  or  profits  was  thus  exempt. 

53  121  U.  S.  138;  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  826;  30  L.  ed.  895. 

84  Pollock  V.  Farmers*  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  (157  U.  S.  429;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
C73;  39  L.  ed.  759). 

55  187  U.  S.  1;  23  Sup.  a.  Rep.  1;  47  L.  ed.  49. 
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state  govemmental  operations  is  that  of  the  State  of  South  Caro- 
lina V.  United  States,^  decided  in  1905.  In  this  case  was  ques- 
tioned the  right  of  the  Federal  Government  to  levy  internal 
revenue  taxes  upon  intoxicating  liquors  sold  under  the  state  dis* 
pensary  system  of  South  Carolina. 

By  several  statutes  the  State  had  assumed  the  direct  control  of 
the  wholesale  and  retail  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within  its 
limits,  had  established  dispensaries,  and  appointed  dispensers 
therein.  The  dispensers  received  fixed  salaries,  and  had  there- 
fore no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  sales,  the  entire  profits  there- 
from being  appropriated  by  the  State,  one-half  being  divided 
equally  between  the  municipality  and  the  county  in  which  the 
dispensaries  were  located,  and  the  other  half  paid  into  the  state 
treasury.  In  previous  cases  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  had  held  that  the  regulation  and  control  of  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,  so  far  as  interstate  commerce  was  not  inter- 
fered with,  was  within  the  legitimate  police  power  of  the  States, 
and,  indeed,  by  express  congressional  statute  the  States  had  been 
permitted  to  control  the  sale  of  imported  liquors  after  their  ar- 
rival within  the  States.  The  question  thus  was :  had  the  Federal 
Government  the  constitutional  power  to  exact  taxes  from  officials 
appointed  and  paid  by  the  State  of  South  Carolina  and  perform- 
ing functions  which  the  State  was  constitutionally  empowered  to 
intrust  to  them  ?  The  Supreme  Court  held  that,  in  this  particu- 
lar case,  it  had.  With  reference  to  the  argument  that  was  made 
by  South  Carolina  that  for  Congress  to  tax  the  agents  of  the  State 
charged  with  the  duty  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors,  was  to  inter- 
fere with  the  State's  legitimate  police  power,  the  court  said :  "We 
are  not  insensible  to  the  force  of  this  argument,  and  appreciate  the 
difficulties  which  it  presents,  but  let  us  see  to  what  it  leads.  Each 
State  is  subject  only  to  the  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  within  its  territory  is  otherwise  supreme.  Its  internal 
affairs  are  matters  of  its  own  discretion.  The  Constitution  pro- 
vides that '  the  United  States  shall  guarantee  to  every  State  in  this 
Union  a  republican  form  of  Government.'*^     That  expresses  the 

B«199  U.  8.  437;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  50  L.  ed.  261. 
67  Art.  IV,  $  4. 


116  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

full  limit  of  national  control  over  the  internal  affairs  of  a  Stftte. 
The  rights  of  South  Carolina  to  control  the  sale  of  liquor  by  the 
diBpensary  system  has  been  sustained.^  The  pronts  from  the 
bufiinees  in  the  year  1906,  as  appears  from  the  findings  of  fact, 
were  over  a  half  a  million  dollars.  Mingling  the  thought  of  profit 
with  the  necessity  of  regulation  may  induce  the  State  to  take 
possession,  in  like  manner,  of  tobacco,  oleomargarine,  and  all 
other  objects  of  internal  revenue  taxation.  If  one  State  finds  it 
thufi  profitable,  other  States  may  follow,  and  the  whole  body  of 
internal  revenue  tax  be  thus  stricken  down." 

The  Supreme  Court  was  not  content  to  rest  its  judgment  upon 
a  premised  possibility  of  serious  interference  with  the  revenues 
of  the  National  Grovernment  should  the  State  be  permitted,  by 
assuming  control  of  an  enterprise,  to  withdraw  it  from  federal 
taxation.  Two  additional  reasons  were  given  why  the  tax  in 
question  should  be  held  valid.  In  the  first  place  the  court  note 
the  fact  that  the  tax  *'  is  not  imposed  on  any  property  belonging 
to  the  State,  but  is  a  charge  on  a  business  before  any  profits  are 
realized  therefrom."  It  is  thus,  the  court  say,  similar  to  a  suc- 
cession tax  which  has  been  construed  to  be  a  tax  levied  upon  and 
deducted  from  property  before  the  person  to  whom  it  is  be- 
queathed obtains  a  title  thereto.  The  second  additional  reason 
given  by  the  Supreme  Court  for  holding  constitutional  the  fed- 
eral income  tax  upon  the  South  Carolina  dispensaries  is  that  it 
is  not  a  tax  upon  the  means  of  instrumentalities  employed  by 
the  State  in  discharge  of  its  ordinary  functions  of  government. 
Upon  this  point  the  court  adverts  to  the  fact  that  in  the  cases  in 
which  a  federal  tax  upon  state  agencies  had  been  held  unconsti- 
tutional, it  had  been  levied  upon  instrumentalities  of  government. 
After  a  review  of  the  cases,  the  court  say :  "  These  decisions, 
while  not  controlling  the  question  before  us,  indicate  that  the 
thought  has  been  that  the  exemption  of  state  agencies  and  instru- 
mentalities from  national  taxation  is  limited  to  those  which  are 
of  a  strictly  governmental  character,  and  does  not  extend  to  those 

M  Vance  t.  Vandercook  Co.   (170  U.  S.  438;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  674;  42  L.  ed. 
1100). 
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which  are  used  by  the  State  in  the  carrying  on  of  an  ordinary 
private  business."  ^^ 

In  conformity  with  the  doctrine  that  state  inheritance  taxes 
may  be  levied  and  collected  upon  bequests  or  estates  consisting 
of  federal  securities,  it  has  been  held  that  state  securities  are 
similarly  subject  to  inheritance  taxes  federally  imposed. 


^ 


M  In  support  of  this  distinction  between  the  ordinary  functionft  of  govern- 
ment, and  the  control  of  private  enterprises  by  the  State,  the  court  refers 
to  the  weU-established  distinctions  between  the  duties  of  a  public  character 
e9st  upon  municipal  corporations,  and  tho«e  which  relate  to  what  may  be 
considered  their  private  business,  and  the  resulting  different  responsibilities  m 
cases  of  negligeuce  in  respect  to  the  discharge  of  those  duties,  respeclively. 
(Oliver  v.  Worcester,  102  Mass.  489;  Lloyd  v.  New  York,  5  X.  Y.  369;  Western 
Say.  Fund  Society  ▼.  Philadelphia,  31  Pa.  175.)  In  the  last  case  it  was  held 
that  a  city  supplying  gas  to  the  inhabitants  acts  as  a  private  corporation, 
and  is  subject  to  the  same  liabilities  and  disabilities.  In  its  opinion  the 
Supreme  Court  declare:  "Such  contracts  arc  not  made  by  the  municipal 
corporation  by  virtue  of  its  powers  of  local  sovereignty,  but  in  its  capacity 
of  a  private  corporation.  The  supply  of  gaslight  is  no  more  a  duty  of 
sovereignty  than  the  supply  of  water.  Both  these  objects  may  be  accomplished 
through  the  agency  of  individuals  or  private  corporations,  and  in  very  many 
instances  they  are  accomplished  by  tho^e  means.  If  this  power  is  granted 
to  a  borough  or  a  city,  it  is  a  special  private  franchise,  made  as  well  for  the 
private  emolument  and  advantage  of  the  city  as  for  the  public  good.  The 
whole  investment  is  the  private  property  of  the  city,  as  much  so  as  the 
lands  and  houses  belonging  to  it.  Blending  the  two  powers  in  one  grant  does 
not  destroy  the  clear  and  well-settled  distinction,  and  the  process  of  separa- 
tion is  not  rendered  impossible  by  the  confusion.  In  separating  them,  regard 
must  be  had  to  the  object  of  the  legislature  in  conferring  them.  If  granted 
for  public  purposes  exclusively,  they  belong  to  the  corporate  body  in  its  public, 
political  or  municipal  character.  But  if  the  grant  was  for  the  purpose  of 
private  advantage  and  emolument,  though  the  public  may  derive  a  common 
benefit  tlierefrom,  the  corporation  quoad,  hoc  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  private 
company.  It  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  would  any  individual  or  body 
of  persons  upon  whom  the  like  special  franchises  had  been  conferred.** 
Concluding  its  opinion,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  say:  **Now, 
if  it  be  well-established,  as  these  authorities  say,  that  there  is  a  clear  dis- 
tinction as  respects  responsibility  for  n«.*gligence  between  the  powers  granted 
to  a  corporation  for  governmental  purposes  and  those  in  aid  of  private 
business,  a  like  distinction  may  be  recognized  when  we  are  asked  to  limit 
the  full  power  of  imposing  excises  granted  to  the  National  Government  by 
an  implied  inability  to  impede  or  embarrass  a  State  in  the  discharge  of  its 
functions.  It  is  reasonable  to  hold  that,  while  the  former  may  do  nothing 
by  taxation  in  any  form  to  prevent  the  full  discharge  by  the  latter  of  its 
governmental  functions,  yet,  whenever  a  State  engages  in  a  business  which  is 
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§  60.  Federal  Taxation  of  State  Documents. 

In  a  number  of  cases  in  the  State  courts,  interesting  points 
have  been  raised  and  decided  with  reference  to  the  obligation 
imposed  by  federal  laws  to  affix  stamps  to  certain  documents. 
There  is  little  doubt  that  the  United  States  may  in  its  own  courts, 
or.  in  other  ways  refuse  to  recognize  the  validity  of  unstamped 
documents,  but  it  would  seem  that  it  may  not  dictate  to  state 
agencies  what  instruments  they  shall  accept  as  valid  and  enforce- 
able. Though  Congress  may  provide  that  certain  instruments 
shall  be  stamped  and  that  if  not  so  stamped  they  shall  not  be 
received  as  evidence  in  federal  courts,  the  State  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  exclude  them  as  evidence  in  its  courts  upon  that  ground. 

of  a  private  nature,  that  business  is  not  withdrawn  from  the  taxing  power 
of  the  nation." 

Tliree  justices  dissented  from  the  judgment  rendered  in  South  Carolina  v. 
United  States.  After  a  review  of  authorities,  which  in  their  judgment  did 
not  warrant  the  position  assumed  by  the  majority  in  the  case  on  trial,  these 
justices  say,  in  answer  to  the  contention  that  if  the  instrumentalities  of  the 
State  in  the  control  of  the  liquor  trade  be  declared  exempt  from  federal 
taxation,  the  way  is  opened  to  the  States  seriously  to  interfere  with  federal 
revenues  by  extending  their  operations  in  other  similar  directions:  "But 
these  extreme  illustrations  amount  simply  to  saying  that  it  is  possible 
for  the  imagination  to  foreshadow  conditions  which,  did  they  arise,  would 
impair  the  government  created  by  the  Constitution,  and,  because  such  con- 
jectures may  be  indulged  in,  the  limitations  created  by  the  Constitution 
for  the  purpose  of  preserving  both  the  state  and  national  governments  are  to 
be  disregarded.  In  other  words,  that  the  government  created  by  the  Constitu- 
tion must  now  be  destroyed,  because  it  is  possible  to  suggest  conditions 
which,  if  they  arise,  would,  in  future,  produce  a  like  result.  But  the  weak- 
ness of  the  illustrations  as  applied  to  this  case  is  apparent.  They  have  no 
relation  to  this  case,  since  it  is  not  denied  that,  as  to  liquor,  the  State  has 
absolute  power,  and  may  prohibit  the  sale  of  all  liquor,  and  thus  prevent 
the  United  States  from  deriving  revenue  from  that  source.  Again,  therefore, 
when  the  true  relation  of  the  argument,  to  the  case  in  hand  is  seen,  it 
reduces  itself  to  a  complete  contradiction,  viz.,  a  State  may,  by  prohibition, 
prevent  the  United  States  from  reaping  revenue  from  the  liquor  traffic,  but 
any  other  state  regulation  by  which  such  result  is  accomplished  may  be 
prevented  by  the  United  States,  because  thereby  the  State  has  done  indirectly 
only  that  which  the  State  had  the  lawful  power  directly  to  do." 

As  to  the  point  that  the  State  of  South  Carolina  was  deriving  a  revenue 
from  the  conduct  of  the  liquor  business,  the  dissenting  justices  point  to 
the  fact  that  in  previous  cases  it  had  been  expressly  settled  that  the  law 
establishing  the  State  dispensaries  had  not  been  passed  as  a  revenue,  but  as 
a  purely  police  measure. 
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It  has  also  been  held  by  state  courts  that  the  United  States  maj 
not  impose  a  stamp  tax  upon  judicial  processes  of  state  courts, 
or  forbid  the  recording  of  unstamped  mortgages,  or  tax  the  official 
bonds  of  state  officers.*^ 

§  61.  Federal  Exercise  of  Eminent  Domain  in  the  States. 

The  relation  of  the  federal  power  to  state  governmental  instru- 
mentalities has  been  further  illustrated  in  the  matter  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  right  of  eminent  domain,  it  having  been  held 
that  the  General  Government  has  an  implied  right  of  eminent 
domain  which  it  may  exercise  within  a  State  with  or  without  that 
State's  consent^*  Though  never  authoritatively  decided  the  bet- 
ter opinion  is,  however,  that  the  United  States  may  not  take  for 
its  own  use  land  or  other  property  essential  to  the  State  in  per- 
formance of  its  governmental  functions. 

The  subject  will  receive  fuller  treatment  in  its  appropriate 
place.^ 

•0  Jones  V.  Keep  (19  Wis.  376)  ;  Fifield  v.  Close  (15  Mich.  505)  ;  Tucker 
T.  Potter  (35  Conn.  46);  Moore  v.  Quirk  (105  Mass.  49);  Sayles  v.  Davis 
(22  Wis.  225)  ;  Davis  v.  Richardson  (45  Miss.  503)  ;  Garland  v.  Gaines  (73 
Conn.  662)  ;  52  L.  R.  A.  915.    Cf.  Judson,  On  Taxation.  §  601. 

ei  Monongahela  Navigation  Co.  v.  U.  S.  (148  U.  S.  312;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
622;  37  L.  ed.  463)  ;  ChappeH  v.  U.  S.  (160  U.  S.  499;  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  397; 
40L.  ed-610).  ^ 

«McClain,  Constitutional  Jaivc  in  the  United  States,  p.  HI,  says:  "As 
l}etween  the  Federal  Government  and  a  state  government,  neither  one  can 
authorize  the  condemnation  for  public  use  of  land  which  has  already  been 
acquired  either  by  condenmation  or  purchase  by  the  other  for  public  use." 
He  cites,  however,  no  authority,  and,  moreover,  adds :  "  Possibly  the  United 
States  Government  could  not,  by  any  action  of  the  State,  be  excluded  from 
appropriating  state  property  for  federal  purposes,  but  such  questions  are 
not  likely  to  arise,  for  it  is  hardly  conceivable  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  find  it  expedient  and  necessary  to  interfere  with  any  State  in  the 
enjoyment  and  discharge  of  its  public  rights  and  duties/' 


CHAPTEE  VL 

THE  MAESTENANCE  OP  FEDERAL  SUPREMACY  BY  WRITS  OF  ERROR 
FROM  THE  FEDERAL  SUPREME  COURT  TO  STATE  COURTS. 

§  62.  Writs  of  Error  to  Sute  Courts. 

A  ooroUary  that  follows  from  the  supremacy  of  federal  law  is 
that  when  a  federal  right,  privil^e  or  immunity  is  set  up  as  a 
defense  or  authority  for  an  act,  opportunity  shall  exist  for  a  final 
determination  of  this  point  in  the  federal  courts.  ^As  has  been 
earlier  pointed  out,  the  original  Judiciary  Act,  passed  in  the  first 
year  of  the  Constitution,  in  its  famous  twenty-fifth  section,  pro- 
vided that  a  final  judgment  or  decree  in  any  suit,  in  the  highest 
court  of  law  or  equity  of  a  State  in  which  a  decision  of  the  suit 
could  be  had,  "  where  is  drawn  in  question  the  validity  of  a  treaty 
or  statute  of,  or  an  authority  exercised  under  the  United  States, 
and  the  decision  is  against  their  validity,  or  where  is  drawn  in 
question  the  validity  of  a  statute  of,  or  an  authority  exercised 
under  any  Statg,  on  the  ground  of  their  being  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution,  treaties  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  de- 
cision is  in  favor  of  such  their  validity,  or  where  is  drawn  in 
question  the  construction  of  any  clause  of  the  Constitution,  or  of 
a  treaty,  or  statute  of,  or  commission  held  under  the  United 
States,  and  the  decision  is  against  the  title,  right,  privilege  or 
exemption  specially  set  up  or  claimed  by  either  party,  under  such 
clause  of  the  said  Constitution,  treaty,  statute  or  commission  may 
be  re-examined  and  reversed  or  affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  upon  writ  of  error."  In  order  that  this  appel- 
late 'jurisdiction  may  be  effectual  this  section  also  provides  that 
instead  of  remanding  the  cause  to  the  state  court"  for  a  final  de- 
cision therein,,  the  Supreme  Court  may  at  their  discretion,  if  the 
cause  has  been  once  before  remanded,  proceed  to  a  final  disposi- 
tion of  the  same  and  award  execution. 

These  provisions  have  remained  substantially  unchanged  since 
their  enactment  to  the  present  day. 

[120] 
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It  will  be  obfteired  that  provision  for  writ  of  error  from  the 
federal  Supreme  Court  is  made  only  for  thoee  cases  in  which  the 
judgment  in  the  state  tribunals  is  adverse  to  the  allied  federal 
right,  privilege  or  immunity.  Where  the  state  decision  is  favor- 
able there  is,  of  course,  no  need,  based  upon  the  principle  of  fed- 
eral supremacy,  for  a  federal  review, 

§  63.  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee. 

The  constitutionality  of  this  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  was 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  1816  in  Martin  v.  Hunter's 
Lessee.^  This  was  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the 
State  of  Virginia,  founded  upon  a  refusal  of  that  court  to  obey 
a  mandate  of  the  federal  Supreme  Court,  the  state  court,  in  its 
judgment,  saying:  "The  court  is  unanimously  of  opinion  that 
the  appellate  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
does  not  extend  to  this  court  under  a  sound  construction  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States;  that  so  much  of  the  twenty- 
fifth  section  of  the  Act  of  Congress,  to  establish  the  judicial 
courts  of  the  United  States,  as  extends  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  the  Supreme  Court  to  this  court,  is  not  in  performance  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  That  the  writ  of  error  in  this 
case  was  improvidently  allowed  under  the  authority  of  that  act; 
that  the  proceedings  thereon  in  the  Supreme  Court  were  coram 
non  jndice  in  relation  to  this  court,  and  that  obedience  to  its  man- 
date be  declined  by  the  court" 

This  position  of  the  state  court,  the  federal  court,  in  one  of 
the  weightiest  of  its  decisions,  declared  to  be  erroneous,  the  argu- 
ment being  that,  though  not  granted  in  express  terms,  the  very 
nature  of  the  federal  authority  provided  for  by  the  Constitu- 
tion makes  this  appellate  power  a  necessary  part  of  the  general 
judicial  power  granted  to  the  National  Governments 

§  64.  Cohens  v.  Virginia. 

The  appellate  power  of  the  federal  Supreme  Court  under  the 
j  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  was  again  contested  in 

U  WTi.  304;  4  L.  ed.  97. 
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Cohens  v.  Virginia,^  decided  in  1821,  Chief  Justice  Marshall  ren- 
dering the  opinion  of  the  court  This  was  a  criminal  case  and 
the  first  point  made  was  that  a  case  in  which  a  State  appeared 
as  defendant  in  error  was  a  suit  against  a  State  and  as  such  for- 
bidden by  the  Eleventh  Amendment,  The  court  held,  however, 
that  this  Amendment  has  reference  only  to  the  suits  in  law  or 
equity  commenced  or  prosecuted  against  one  of  the  United  States 
by  citizens  of  another  State,  and  not  to  suits  originally  begun  by 
a  State.  **  It  is,  then,  the  opinion  of  the  court,'^  declared  Mar- 
shall, **  that  the  defendant  who  removes  a  judgment  rendered 
against  him  by  a  state  court  into  this  court,  for  the  purpose  of 
re-examining  the  question  whether  that  judgment  be  in  violation 
of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  States,  does  not  com- 
mence or  prosecute  a  suit  against  the  State." 

Secondly,  the  State  renewed  its  claim  that  in  no  case  might 
the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  be  constitu- 
tionally exercised  over  the  judgment  of  a  state  court.  To  this 
Marshall  replied  that  the  nature  of  the  Federal  Union  provided 
by  the  Constitution  and  intended  by  its  framers  and  adopters, 
required  the  exercise  of  the  power.  "  We  think,"  he  declared, 
"  that  in  a  government  acknowledgedly  supreme,  with  respect  to 
objects  of  vital  interest  to  the  Nation,  there  is  nothing  incon- 
sistent with  sound  reason,  nothing  incompatible  with  the  nature 
of  government,  in  making  all  its  departments  supreme,  so  far 
as  respects  those  objects,  and  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  their  attain- 
ment The  exercise  of  the  appellate  power  over  those  judgments 
of  the  state  tribunals  which  may  contravene  the  Constitution  or 
laws  of  the  United  States,  is,  we  believe,  essential  to  the  attain- 
ment of  those  objects*" 

To  the  contention  made  by  the  State  that  to  grant  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  in  question  would  be  to  render  possible  a  complete 
consolidation  of  federal  and  state  judicial  power,  Marshall  replied : 
"A  complete  consolidation  of  the  States  so  far  as  respects  the 
judicial  p#wer  would  authorize  the  legislature  to  confer  on  the 
federal  courts  appellate  jurisdiction  from  the  state  courts  in  all 

2  6  Wh.  264 ;  5  L.  ed.  257. 
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cases  whatsoever.  The  distinction  between  such  a  power,  and 
that  of  giving  appellate  jurisdiction  in  a  few  special  cases,  in  the 
decision  of  which  the  Nation  takes  an  interest,  is  too  obvious  not 
to  be  perceived  by  all.'' 

Since  Cohens  v.  Virginia,  the  constitutional  power  of  the 
federal  Supreme  Court  to  revise  by  writ  of  error  decisions  of 
state  courts  coming  within  the  provisions  of  the  twenty-fifth  sec- 
tion of  the  Judiciary  Act  has  been  but  once  seriously  questioned, 
and  then  under  the  strong  stimulus  of  objection  to  the  Fugitive 
Slave  Law  of  1850.^ 

sAbieman  y.  Booth  (21  How.  506;  16  L.  ed.  169).    See  ante,  p.  84. 


CHAPTEK  VII. 

THE  MAIXTEXAXCE  OF  FEDERAL  SUPREMACY  BY   THE  REMOVAL 
OF  SUITS  FROM  STATE  TO  FEDERAL  COURTS. 

§  65.  Right  of  Removal. 

A  corollary  which  necessarily  follows  from  the  doctrine  of 
federal  supremacy  is  that  no  State  can  declare  criminal  and 
punish  as  such  acts  authorized  by  federal  law.  Since  the  Civil 
War  this  has  not  been  directly  denied  by  the  States,  but  it  has 
been  strenuously  asserted  by  them  that  when  an  offense  has 
been  committed  against  their  own  peace,  and  the  one  committing 
it  has  been  apprehended  and  brought  to  trial  before  their  own 
courts,  he  is  not  entitled  to  haye  his  case  remoyed  at  once  to  the 
federal  courts  simply  by  setting  up  as  a  defense  that  his  act  was 
done  in  pursuance  of  an  authority  delegated  him  by  the  General 
Goyernment  The  right  to  set  up  this  defense  has  not  been 
denied  bv  the  States,  nor  haye  they  claimed  that,  should  the  deci- 
sion  of  their  courts  be  adverse  to  him  upon  this  point,  he  may  not 
take  an  a])peal  from  their  highest  tribunals  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States.  But  thev  have  asserted  that  when  an  act 
has  been  committed  which  is  criminal  by  their  laws,  it  is,  pri- 
marily, an  offense  against  their  peace,  and  as  such  cognizable  only 
in  their  own  courts,  and,  therefore,  that  though,  as  has  been  just 
said,  a  right  of  appeal  from  their  highest  courts  to  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  upon  the  questions  of  federal  authority 
must  bo  allowed,  the  trial  of  the  offense  may  not,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  be  remoyed  by  the  accused  from  the  state  court  in  which 
it  is  begun  to  one  of  the  lower  federal  courts. 

These  lower  federal  courts,  as  is  well  known,  possess  only  those 
powers  which  have  been  granted  to  them  by  act  of  Congress.  By 
the  original  Judiciary  Act^  Congress  did  not,  as  it  might  have, 
endow  these  tribunals  with  a  general  jurisdiction  in  proceedings 

1  1  Stat,  at  L.  73. 
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againfit  federal  officers  based  npon  their  official  acts.  By  the 
famoua  Force  Act  of  1833,  however,  an  act  passed  at  the  time  of 
South  Carolina's  attempted  nullification  of  the  United  States 
tariff  law,  it  was  proTided  that  ^'  when  any  civil  suit  or  criminal 
prosecution  is  commenced  in  any  court  of  a  State  against  any 
officer  appointed  under,  or  acting  by  authority  of,  any  revenue 
law  of  the  United  States,  now  or  hereafter  enacted,  or  against 
any  person  acting  by  or  under  authority  of  any  such  officer,  or 
on  account  of  any  act  done  under  color  of  his  office,"  the  case,  at 
the  defendant's  instance,  might  be  at  once  removed  from  the  state 
to  the  federal  courts  for  trial. 

§  66.  Tennessee  v.  Davis. 

This  act  has  been  from  time  to  time  amended,  and  now  forms 

§643  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  Its  constitutionalitv  was  first 
judicially  examined  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Tennessee  v.  Davis.^ 
In  this  ca^e  Davis,  a  federal  revenue  officer,  killed  a  man,  was 
arrested  therefor,  and,  when  brought  to  trial,  applied  for  removal 
to  a  federal  court  under  this  act.  The  State  of  Tennessee  denied 
the  constitutionality  of  this  grant  of  right  upon  the  ground  that 
the  act  for  which  Davis  was  beinc:  tried  was  a  violation  of  state 
and  not  of  federal  law.  This  the  fe<leral  authorities  admitted, 
but  asserted  that,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  was  a  federal  official, 
and  claimed  to  have  committed  the  homicide  while  in  pursuance 
of  his  duties  as  such,  the  federal  courts  had  the  right  to  assume 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  in  order  that  the  independence  and 
supremacy  of  federal  authority  might  be  maintained. 

Justice  Strong,  in  rendering  the  opinion  of  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  upon  this  point,  prefaced  his  discussion  by  say- 
ing: ''A  more  important  question  can  hardly  be  imagined.  Upon 
its  answer  may  depend  the  possibility  of  the  General  Govern- 
ment's presen'ing  its  own  existence.  As  was  said  in  ifartin  v. 
Hunter's  Lessee^^  '  the  General  Government  must  cease  to  exist 
whenever  it  loses  the  power  of  protecting  itself  in  the  exercise 
of  its  constitutional  powers.'     It  can  only  act  through  its  officers 

1 100  U.  S.  257 ;  25  L.  ed.  648. 
3  1  Wh.  304 ;  4  L.  ed.  07. 
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and  agents,  and  they  must  act  within  the  States.  If,  when  thus 
acting,  and  within  the  scope  of  their  authority,  those  officers  can 
be  arrested  and  brought  to  trial  in  a  state  court,  for  an  alleged 
offense  against  the  law  of  the  State,  yet  warranted  by  the  federal 
authority  they  possess,  and  if  the  General  Government  is  power- 
less to  interfere  at  once  for  their  protection  —  if  their  protection 
must  be  left  to  the  action  of  the  state  courts  —  the  operations 
of  the  General  Government  may  at  any  time  be  arrested  at  the 
will  of  one  of  its  members.  The  legislature  of  a  State  may  be 
unfriendly.  It  may  affix  penalties  to  acts  done  under  the  imme- 
diate direction  of  the  National  Government,  and  in  obedience  to 
the  laws.  It  may  deny  the  authority  conferred  by  those  laws. 
The  state  court  may  administer  not  only  the  laws  of  the  State, 
but  equally  the  federal  law,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  paralyze  the 
operations  of  the  government  And  even  if,  after  ti'ial  and  final 
judgment  in  the  state  court,  the  case  can  be  brought  into  the 
United  States  court  for  review,  the  officer  is  withdrawn  from  the 
discharge  of  his  duty  during  the  pendency  of  the  prosecution,  and 
the  exercise  of  acknowledged  federal  authority  arrested.  We  do 
not  think  such  an  element  of  weakness  is  to  be  foimd  in  the  Con- 
stitution. The  United  States  is  a  government  with  authority 
extending  over  the  whole  territory  of  the  Union,  acting  upon  the 
States  and  the  people  of  the  States.  While  it  is  limited  in  the 
number  of  its  powers,  so  far  as  its  authority  extends,  it  is  su- 
preme. No  state  government  can  exclude  it  from  the  exercise  of 
any  authority  conferred  upon  it  by  the  Constitution,  obstruct 
its  authorized  officers  against  its  will,  or  withhold  from  it,  for 
a  moment,  the  cognizance  of  any  subject  which  that  instrument 
has  committed  to  it.  .  .  .  The  constitutional  right  of  Con- 
gress to  authorize  the  removal  before  trial  of  civil  cases  arising 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  has  long  since  passed  beyond 
doubt.  It  was  exercised  almost  contemporaneously  with  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and  the  power  has  been  in  constant 
use  ever  since.  ...  If  there  is  power  in  Congress  to  direct 
removal  before  trial  of  a  civil  case  arising  under  the  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  direct  its  removal  because 
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such  a  case  has  arisen,  it  is  impossible  to  see  why  the  same  power 
may  not  order  the  removal  of  a  criminal  prosecution,  when  a 
similar  case  has  arisen  imder  it  The  judicial  power  is  declared 
to  extend  to  all  cases  of  the  character  described,  making  no  dis- 
tinction between  civil  and  criminal,  and  the  reasons  for  con- 
ferring upon  the  courts  of  the  National  Government  superior 
jurisdiction  over  cases  involving  authority  and  rights  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  are  equally  applicable  to  both.  .  .  . 
Such  a  jurisdiction  is  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the 
acknowledged  powers  of  the  government.  It  is  essential,  also, 
to  an  uniform  and  consistent  administration  of  national  laws. 
.  .  .  It  is  true,  the  [Judiciary]  Act  of  1789  authorized  the 
removal  of  civil  cases  only.  It  did  not  attempt  to  confer  upon 
the  federal  courts  all  the  judicial  power  vested  in  the  government 
Additional  grants  have  been  made  from  time  to  time."  * 

4  As  to  the  point  raised  by  the  State  that  the  act  of  1833  provided  no 
specific  mode  of  procedure,  Justice  Strong  said :  "  The  Circuit  Courts  of  the 
United  States  have  all  the  appliances  that  are  needed  for  the  trial  of  any 
criminal  cases.  They  adopt  and  apply  the  laws  of  the  State  in  civil  cases, 
and  there  is  no  more  difficulty  in  administering  the  State's  criminal  law. 
They  are  not  foreign  courts.  The  Constitution  had  made  them  courts  within 
tlie  States  to  administer  the  laws  of  the  States  in  certain  cases;  and,  so  long 
as  they  keep  within  the  jurisdiction  assigned  to  them,  their  general  powers 
are  adequate  to  the  trial  of  any  case.  The  supposed  anomaly  of  prosecuting 
offenders  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  a  State,  in  tribunals  of  the  General 
Government,  grows  entirely  out  of  the  division  of  powers  between  that  Gov- 
ernment and  the  government  of  a  State ;  that  is,  a  division  of  sovereignty  over 
certain  matters.  When  this  is  understood,  and  it  is  time  that  it  should  be, 
it  will  not  appear  strange  that  even  in  cases  of  criminal  prosecutions  for 
alleged  offenses  against  a  State  in  which  arises  a  defense  under  United  States 
law,  the  General  Government  should  take  cognizance  of  the  case  and  try  it  in 
its  own  courts,  according  to  its  own  form  of  proceeding." 

In  this  case  Justices  Clifford  and  Field  dissented,  their  dissent  being  based 
upon  the  argument  that,  granting  (which  they  did  not  admit),  that  Congress 
may  pass  such  laws  as  it  deems  necessary  for  the  protection  of  its  agents, 
and  may  for  that  purpose  define  the  acts  that  shall  be  considered  crimes,  and 
give  to  the  inferior  federal  courts  jurisdiction  to  try  those  charged  with  com- 
mitting them,  it  had  not  in  fact  done  so.  The  act  of  1833  had,  indeed,  pro- 
vided for  the  removal  from  state  to  federal  courts  of  criminal  suits  against 
officers  acting  under  authority  of  any  federal  revenue  law  growing  cut  of  acts 
committed  by  them  under  such  authority,  but,  said  the  dissentient  Justices, 
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It  is  seen  that  Section  643  gives  the  power  of  removal  only 
with  reference  to  suits  against  revenue  officers  of  the  Federal 
Government  Section  641  provides  that  '^  when  any  civil  suit  or 
criminal  prosecution  is  commenced  in  any  State  Court  for  any 
cause  whatsoever  against  any  person  who  is  denied  or  cannot  en- 
force in  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  State  or  in  the  part  of  the 
State  where  such  suit  or  prosecution  is  pending  any  right  secured 
by  him  by  any  law  providing  for  the  equal  civil  rights  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  or  of  all  persons  within  tke  jurisdiction  of 

thore  was  upon  the  fwleral  statute  books  no  laws  specifically  defining  as  a 
crime  the  act  with  which  Davis  w&s  charged  and  aOtxing  an  appropriate 
penalty  therefor.  Therefore,  they  held,  no  federal  law  having  been  violated, 
the  federal  circuit  court  could  not  take  or  be  given  jurisdiction  of  the  case. 
"  Criminal  jurisdiction  is  not  by  the  Constitution  conferred  upon  any  court," 
they  declared,  "  and  it  is  settled  law  that  Congress  must  in  all  cases,  make 
any  act  criminal  and  deHne  the  offense  before  cither  the  District  or  Circuit 
Courts  can  take  cognizance  of  an  individual  charging  the  act  as  an  offense 
against  the  authority  of  the  United  States.  .  .  .  Courts  of  the  United  States 
derive  no  jurisdiction  in  criminal  cases  from  the  common  law,  nor  can  such 
tribunals  take  cognizance  of  any  act  of  an  individual  as  a  public  offense,  or 
declare  it  punishable  as  such,  until  it  has  been  defined  as  an  offense  by  an 
Act  of  Congress  passed  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution."  But,  continued  the 
Justices,  not  only  has  Congress  not  legislated  so  as  to  give  the  necessary 
jurisdiction  in  the  case  in  question,  but  it  could  not  constitutionally  do  so. 
"  Acts  of  Congress,"  they  said,  "  cannot  properly  supersede  the  police  powers 
of  the  State.  ...  If  the  police  law  of  the  States  does  not  deprive  anyone  of 
that  which  Is  justly  and  properly  his  own,  it  is  obvious  that  its  possession 
by  the  State  and  its  exercise  for  tlie  regulation  of  the  actions  of  the  citizens 
can  never  constitute  an  invasion  of  the  national  sovereignty  or  afford  a  basis 
for  an  appeal  to  the  protection  of  the  national  authorities.  In  other  words  no 
case  either  in  law  or  equity,  under  the  federal  Constitution  or  laws  or  treaties 
of  the  United  States,  over  which  the  federal  judicial  power  is  constitutionally 
extended  (Art.  HI,  §  2)  thereby  arises.*'  "  Ofhces  may  be  created,"  they  con- 
tinue, "  by  a  law  of  Congress,  and  officers  to  execute  the  same  may  be 
appointed  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  Constitution;  and  it  is  not  doubted 
that  Congress  may  pa^s  laws  for  their  protection,  and  for  that  purpose  may 
define  the  offense  of  killing  such  an  ofTicer  when  in  discharge  of  his  duties. 
.  .  .  But  the  principal  question  in  this  case  is  of  a  very  different  character, 
as  the  indictment  is  against  the  officer  of  the  revenue  for  murdering  a  citizen 
of  the  State  having  in  no  way  any  official  connection  with  the  collection  of 
the  public  revenue.  Neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  Acts  of  Congress  give  a 
revenue  ofTicer  or  anv  other  officer  of  the  United  States  an  immunitv  to  com^ 
mit  murder  in  a  State,  or  prohibit  the  State  from  executing  its  laws  for  the 
punishment  of  the  offender." 
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the  United  States  or  against  any  officer,  civil  or  military,  or  other 
person  for  any  arrest  or  ianpraoniDeiLt  or  other  trespass^es  or 
wrongs  made  or  committed  by  virtue  of,  or  under  color  of,  au- 
thority derived  from  any  law  providing  for  equal  rights,  as  afore- 

• 

said,  or  refusing  to  do  any  act  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be 
inconsistent  with  such  law,  such  suit  or  prosecution  may  upon 
tbfr  petitkn  of  each  defeHdant  filed  in  said  State  Court  at  any 
time  before  Ae  trial  or  fiaal  hearing  of  the  cause,  stating  the 
facts  and  verified  hy  oath,  be  removed  for  trial  into  the  next 
Ciienit  Court  to  be  held  in  the  district  where  it  is  j>ending."  The 
CQBsdmtkaiality  of  this  sectkm  has  been  affirmed.*^  As  to  all  federal 
officials  other  than  revenue  officers,  federal  protection  against  state 
aetioii,  when  neoessaFry,  must  be  sought  in  cases  not  covered  by 
SeetioB  ^I,  either  by  way  of  writ  of  error  from  the  highest  state 
conrt  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  or,  if  that  be 
inadequate,  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus.^ 

%  67.  Right  of  Removal  in  QvU  Cases. 

The  right  to  remove  civil  eases  begun  in  state  courts  into  the 
federal  courts  will  receive  treatment  in  a  later  chapter.'  In 
tliese  cases  the  right  is  given  not  so  much  that  federal  supremacy 
may  be  maintained  as  that  impartial  tribunals  may  be  secured  to 
the  litigants. 

This  argument  of  the  minority  as  to  the  constitutional  incapacity  of  Con- 
grws  to  proride  for  the  summary  removal  from  the  state  to  federal  courts  of 
cases  ef  the  elass  of  the  one  ad  issue  overlooks,  or  at  least  pnts  aside  as  not 
oontrolling,  the  pasftibility,  ahould.  its  view  be  accepted,  of  a  State,  should  it 
so  desire,  so  administering  its  criminal  law  as  seriously  and  even  vitally  to 
interfere  with  the  exercise  by  the  Federal  Government  of  its  acknowledged 
evrntitutional  powers.  This  the  majority  pointed  out,  the  State  could  do  by 
so  delaying  the  trial  in  its  own  courts  of  federal  officials  charged  with  crime, 
as  to  render  in  large  measure  nugatory  the  right  of  the  accused  to  appeal  to 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  from  the  highest  state  court. 

The  majority  doctrine  in  the  Drvis  case  has  never  been  oyermled. 

5  Strauder  v.  West  Virginia,  100  U.  S.  303. 

»  Chapter  Vm. 

7  Chapter  L. 
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CHAPTER  VIIL 

MAINTENANCE  OF  FEDERAL  SUPREMACY  BY  HABEAS  CORPUS  TO 

STATE  AUTHORITIES. 

§  68.  State  Courts  may  not  Interfere  with  Federal  Authorities. 

During  the  ante  bellum  period  the  Federal  Government  often 
made  use  of  state  tribunals  and  officers  for  the  execution  of  its 
laws.  Thus  state  justices  of  the  peace  acted  as  examining  magis- 
trates in  criminal  cases  for  the  federal  courts,  state  judges 
officiated  in  the  execution  of  extradition  treaties  with  foreign 
countries,  aliens  were  naturalized  in  state  courts,  and  state  jails 
and  penitentiaries  were  used  for  the  incarceration  of  federal  crim- 
inals. Both  because  of  this  admixture  of  federal  and  state  judi- 
cial agencies,  and  because  the  principle  of  the  absolute  inde- 
pendence of  the  Federal  Government  from  state  control  was  not 
clearly  recognized  and  admitted,  the  state  courts  early  assumed 
the  right,  by  the  issuance  of  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  to  determine 
whether  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  a  foreign  country  and 
fugitive  slaves  should  be  surrendered;  whether  persons  in  the 
federal  army  were  properly  held  to  military  service;  and  even 
whether  persons  in  the  military  serv^ice  of  a  foreign  State  should 
be  tried  for  acts  done  as  belligerents  and  under  the  authority  of 
their  sovereigns  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  nations.* 

It  was  not  until  1859  that  it  was  authoritatively  established 
by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of  Ableman  v. 
Booth^  that  the  state  courts  were  without  the  constitutional  power 
to  interfere  in  any  way  with  the  process  of  federal  courts,  or, 
in  fact,  with  any  agencies  of  the  National  Government.^  Notr 
withstanding  this  decision,  however,  a  number  of  the  state  courts 
still  claimed  and  exercised  the  right  to  discharge  enlisted  sol- 
diers and  sailors  of  the  United  States  from  the  custody  of  their 

1  People  V.  McLeod  (1  HiU,  377).  See  especially  the  paper  of  Seymour  D. 
Thompson  before  the  American  Bar  Association  at  its  annual  meeting  in 
1884,  entitled  Abuses  of  the  Writ  of  Halteas  Corpus, 

«21  How.  506;  16  L.  ed.  169. 

8  See  ante,  p.  84. 

[130] 


Federal  Supremacy  by  Habeas  Corpus.  131 

officers,  and  this  practice  was  not  stopped  until  1872  when,  in 
Tarble's  case/  the  federal  Supreme  Court  held  this  to  be  beyond 
their  power.  In  the  opinion  which  he  rendered  in  this  case. 
Justice  Field,  after  pointing  out  the  distinct  and  independent 
character  of  the  government  of  the  United  States,  proceeds: 
*^  Such  being  the  distinct  and  independent  character  of  the  two 
governments  within  their  respective  spheres  of  action,  it  follows 
that  neither  can  intrude  with  its  judicial  process  into  the  domain 
of  the  other,  except  so  far  as  such  intrusion  may  be  necessary  on 
the  part  of  the  National  Government  to  preserve  its  rightful 
supremacy  in  cases  of  conflict  of  authority.  In  their  laws,  and 
mode  of  enforcement,  neither  is  responsible  to  the  other.  How 
their  respective  laws  shall  be  enacted ;  how  they  shall  be  carried 
into  execution;  and  in  what  tribunals,  or  by  what  officers;  and 
how  much  discretion,  or  whether  any  at  all  shall  be  vested  in 
their  offijcers,  are  matters  subject  to  their  own  control,  in  the 
r^ulation  of  which  neither  can  interfere  with  the  other.  Now 
among  the  powers  assigned  to  the  National  Government  is  the 
power  to  raise  and  support  armies,  and  the  power  to  provide  for 
the  government  and  regulation  of  the  land  and  naval  forces. 
.  ,  ,  No  interference  with  the  execution  of  this  power  of  the 
National  Government  in  the  formation,  organization  and  govern- 
ment of  the  armies  by  any  state  officials  could  be  permitted  with- 
out greatly  impairing  the  efficiency,  if  it  did  not  utterly  destroy, 
this  branch  of  the  public  service.  .  .  .  State  judges  and  state 
courts,  authorized  by  laws  of  their  States  to  issue  writs  of  habeas 
corpus,  have  undoubtedly  a  right  to  issue  the  writ  in  any  case 
.where  a  party  is  alleged  to  be  illegally  confined  within  their  limits, 
unless  it  appear  upon  his  application  that  he  is  confined  under  the 
authority,  or  claim  and  color  of  the  authority,  of  the  United 
States,  by  an  officer  of  that  government.  If  such  fact  appear 
upon  the  application,  the  vn-it  should  be  refused."* 

«U.  S.  V.  Tarble  (13  WaU.  397;  20  L.  ed.  597). 

>  Chief  Justice  Chase  dissented  in  this  case.  In  the  course  of  his  opinion 
he  said :  "  I  have  no  doubt  of  the  right  of  a  State  to  inquire  into  the  juris- 
diction of  a  federal  court  upon  habeas  corpus,  and  to  discharge  when  satisfied 
that  the  petitioner  for  the  writ  is  restrained  of  liberty  by  the  sentence  of  a 
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« 

H)QE9e  again,  as  in  the  Davis  case,  the  point  at  issue  narrowed 
itself  d<ywn  to  the  question  whether  or  not  state  agencies  shonld 
be  vecognized  to  have  a  power  which  might,  should  Ike  States 
see  iit,  be  so  exercised  as  seriously  to  embarrass  .the  N&ticmal 
Gron^emment  in  the  performance  of  its  constitutional  duties.  The 
strict  application  of  the  doctrine  of  a  divided  sovereignty  would 
have  led  in  both  cases  to  a  constitutional  impasse.  But  in  these 
as  in  other  eases  the  federal  Suprane  Court  compelled  the  States 
in  the  exercise  of  their  powers  to  subordinate  themselves  to  the 
leqnirememts  of  national  convenience  and  necessity. 

This  case  settled  once  for  all  the  principle  that  it  is  a  gaffir 
du&Dt  return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  by  a  state  court 
that  the  party  is  in  custody  under  claim  or  color  of  fedexal 
authority  derived  from  either  a  statute  or  judicial  process. 

§  69.  Issuance  of  the  Writ  by  Federal  Courts. 

Instead  of  submitting  to  interference  by  the  States  with  the 
exercise  of  their  powers,  the  federal  courts  have,  especially  of 
recent  years,  again  and  again,  on  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  removed 
fporn  state  custody  persons  charged  with  o&ns^  against  the 
peace  of  the  States. 

The  Judiciary  Act  of  1789  gave  to  the  federal  court  authority 
to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  only  as  to  persons  in  jail  under 
or  by  color  of  authority  of  the  United  States.  No  provision  was 
thus  made  for  the  release  by  federal  courts  of  persons  in  custody 
bv  order  of  the  authorities  of  a  State. 

court  without  jurisdiction.  If  it  errs  in  deciding  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
tile  erTi>r  must  be  corrected  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  tiie  25th  section  of  tiiv 
Judiciary  Act;  not  by  denial  of  the  riglit  to  make  inquiry.  I  ha¥e  still  leaa 
doubt,  if  possible,  that  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  may  issue  from  a  state  court 
to  inquire  into  the  yalidity  of  imprisonment  or  detention,  without  the  sentence 
of  irny  court  whatever,  by  an  officer  of  the  United  States.  ...  To  deny  thff 
right  of  state  courts  to  issue  i^e  writ,  or  what  amounts  to  the  sama  thing,  to 
concede  the  right  to  issue  and  to  deny  the  riglit  to  adjudicate,  ia  to  deny  the 
right  to  protect  the  citizen  by  habeas  corpus  against  arbitrary  imprisonment 
in  a  large  class  of  cases,  and,  I  am  thorougrhly  persuaded,  was  nerer  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  Convention  which  framed  or  the  people  who  adopted 
the  Constitntion.  That  instrument  expressly  declares  that  the  privilege  of 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  not  be  suspended,  unlese  when,  hk  ^vu^e^  of 
rebellion  or  invasion,  the  public  safety  may  require  it." 
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The  "  Force  "  Act  of  18S3  gave  to  the  federal  courts  the  pofwer 
to  iflftue  writs  of  hiibeas  corpus  *'  in  all  cases  of  a  prisoner  or 
piiaoiiers  in  jail  or  confinement  wh«e  he  or  they  shall  be  com- 
mitted or  ccmfined,  on  or  by  any  authority  or  law  fer  any  aet 
done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  in  pursuance  of  a  law  of  the  United 
States,  or  any  order,  process  or  decree  of  any  judge  or  court 
thereoL'^ 

In  1842  thia  andiority  of  the  federal  courts  was  fordHr 
broadened  by  the  provision  that  the  writ  mi^t  issue  wiien  a 
subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign  State,  domiciled  therein,  is  in 
custody  because  of  an  act  done  or  omitted  under  an  alleged  right, 
title,  authority,  privilege,  protection,  or  exemption  claimed  undo* 
the  commission  or  order  or  sanction  of  any  foreign  State,  or 
imder  color  thereof,  the  validity  or  effect  of  which  is  dependent 
upon  the  law  of  nations. 

This  act  of  1842  grew  out  of  the  McLeod  case.^  McLeod,  a 
IBritish  subject,  was  arrested  and  indicted  for  murder  in  Xew 
York,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  him  while  one  of  a  force 
of  British  troops  which,  during  the  Canadian  rebellion  of  1837, 
made  an  attack  upon  the  steamer  "  Caroline  "  while  moored  in 
New  York  waters.  The  British  government  avowed  itself  re- 
sponsible for  the  act,  as  a  necessary  act  of  war,  the  steamer  being 
engaged  in  carrying  munitions  of  war  to  the  Canadian  insurgent 
forces,  and  demanded  of  the  United  States  Government  McLeod's 
immediate  release*  This  the  Federal  Government  requested  of 
the  New  York  authorities,  but  was  met  with  a  refusal,  and  found 
itself  unable  to  proceed  further  because  of  the  lack  of  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  federal  courts  to  issue  the  necessary  writ  of  habeas 
corpus. 

In  1867  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts  was  still  further 
widened  by  the  provision  that  the  writ  might  issue  ^'  in  all  cases 
where  any  person  may  be  restrained  of  his  or  her  liberty  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Constitution  or  any  treaty  or  law  of  the  United 
States."  ^ 


•  People  V.  McLeod  (1  Hill,  377). 

^The  federal  courts  al»o  have  authoritr  to  issue  the  writ  where  it  is  necsfi- 
Bary  to  bring  a  person  into  court  to  testify,  or  where  a  person  is  in  custody 
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Armed  with  the  authority  thus  given,  especially  by  the  act  of 
1867,  the  federal  courts  have  repeatedly  taken  from  the  custody 
of  the  States  persons  charged  therein  with  oifenses  against  state 
law.  Even  the  lowest  of  the  federal  courts  have  not  hesitated  to 
exercise  the  power  as  to  persons  held  for  trial  before  the  highest 
courts  of  the  United  States. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Loney^  the  Supreme  Court  sustained 
the  action  of  the  lower  federal  court  in  releasing  from  custody 
by  habeas  corpus  a  prisoner  who  had  been  arrested  by  state 
authority  for  alleged  perjury  committed  before  a  notary  public 
of  the  State  in  the  case  of  a  contested  election  of  a  member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States.  **  The  power  of 
punishing  a  witness,"  said  the  Supreme  Court,  **for  testifying 
falsely  in  a  judicial  proceeding  belongs  peculiarly  to  the  govern- 
ment in  whose  tribunals  that  proceeding  is  had.  It  is  essential 
to  the  impartial  and  efficient  administration  of  justice  in  the 
tribunals  of  the  nation  that  witnesses  should  be  able  to  testify 
freely  before  them,  unrestrained  by  legislation  of  the  State,  or 
by  fear  of  punishment  in  the  state  courts.  The  administration 
of  justice  in  the  national  tribunals  would  be  greatly  embarrassed 
and  impeded  if  a  witness  testifying  before  a  court  of  the  United 
States  or  upon  a  contested  election  of  a  member  of  Congress, 
were  liable  to  prosecution  and  punishment  in  the  courts  of  a 
State  upon  a  charge  of  perjury  preferred  by  a  disappointed  suitor 
or  contestant,  or  instigated  by  local  passion  or  prejudice.  A 
witness  who  gives  his  testimony,  pursuant  to  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States,  in  a  case  pending  in  a  court  or  other 
judicial  tribunal  of  the  United  States,  whether  he  testifies  in  the 
presence  of  that  tribunal,  or  before  any  magistrate  or  officer 
(either  of  the  nation  or  of  the  State)  designated  by  Act  of  Con- 
gress for  the  purpose,  is  accountable  for  the  truth  of  his  testi- 
mony to  the  United  States  only;  and  perjury  committed  in  so 

under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  is  committed  for 
trial  before  some  court  thereof. 

•  134  U.  S.  372;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  384;  33  L.  ed.  949. 
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testifying  is  an  offense  against  the  public  of  the  United  States, 
and  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States."  • 

§  70.  The  Neagle  Case. 

The  leading  case,  however,  and,  in  some  respects,  the  most 
extreme,  in  upholding  the  power  of  the  federal  courts  in  the 
matter  of  the  issuance  of  writs  of  habeas  corpus  to  state  author- 
ities is  that  of  Re  Xeagle.®  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  without 
express  statutory  authorization,  the  general  authority  of  the 
President  to  see  that  the  laws  of  the  Union  are  faithfully  exe- 
cuted empowered  him  to  appoint  a  deputy  marshal  to  protect  a 
federal  judge  whose  life  was  threatened;  and  that  upon  such 
deputy  being  arrested  and  Drought  to  trial  in  a  state  court  upon 
the  charge  of  murder  for  a  homicide  committed  while  acting 
within  the  line  of  the  duty  thus  assigned  him,  he  was  entitled 
to  release  on  habeas  corpus  issued  by  a  federal  judge.  In  this 
case  the  objection  was  raised  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  fed- 
eral statute  expressly  authorizing  such  protection  as  Xeagle  had 
been  instructed  to  give,  he  could  not  be  said,  in  the  language  of 
the  act  of  1867,  to  be  "  in  custody  for  an  act  done  or  omitted 
in  pursuance  of  a  law  of  the  United  States."  To  this  Justice 
Miller,  who  rendered  the  majority  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
replied:  "  In  the  view  we  take  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  any  obligation  fairly  and  properly  inferable  from  that 
instrument,  or  any  duty  of  the  marshal  to  be  derived  from  the 
general  scope  of  his  duties*  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
is  a  Maw'  within  the  meaning  of  this  phrase.  It  would  be  a 
great  reproach  to  the  system  of  government  of  the  United  States, 
declared  to  be  within  its  sphere  sovereign  and  supreme,  if  there 
is  to  be  found  within  the  domain  of  its  powers  no  means  of  pro- 
tecting the  judges  in  the  conscientious  and  faithful  discharge  of 
their  duties,  from  the  malice  and  hatred  of  those  upon  whom 
their  judgments  may  operate  unfavorably.  .  .  .  We  do  not 
believe  that  the  government  of  the  United  States  is  thus  ineffi- 

tl35  U.  S.  1;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  658;  34  L.  ed.  55. 
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cifent,  or  diftt  its  Constitution  and  laws  haTe  left  the  higk  of^eers 
of  the  government  so  def^iselese  and  unprotected."  ^ 

§  71.  Writ  Issued  Only  when  Imperative. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  though  uniformly 
affirming  the  doctrine  that  the  federal  courts  have  power,  by  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  the  restraint  of  the 
liberty  of  any  person  by  a  State  when  the  justification  of 
federal  authorization  or  immunity  is  set  up  for  the  act  com- 
plained of,  lias,  however,  repeatedly,  and  of  recent  years  with 
increasing  emphasis,  laid  down  the  doctrine  that  the  federal 
courts  should  not,  except  in  cases  of  peculiar  urgency,  exercise 
that  power,  but  should  leave  such  persons  to  jDursue  their  remedy 
by  writ  of  error  to  the  federal  Supreme  Court,  after  the  adjudi- 
cation of  their  cases  in  the  States'  highest  courts. 

In  Ex  parte  Eoyall,^^  decided  in  1886,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  while  upholding  the  constitutional  power  of 
Congress  to  grant  to  the  federal  courts  jurisdiction  to  issue  writs 
of  habeas  corpus  in  all  cases  where  persons,  in  alleged  violation 
of  the  Constitution,  are  in  custody  of  a  state  court,  took  pains 
to  emphasize  the  fact  that  the  jurisdiction  is  to  be  exercised  at 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and,  in  the  case  at  bar,  sustained  the 


10  Cliicf  Justice  FuUer  and  Justice  Lamar  dissented  from  the  judgment  i 
the  Xcagle  case  upon  tlie  ground  that  the  President  had  had  no  constitutionai 
power,  in  the  absence  of  congressional  autliority,  to  provide,  through  the 
Attorney-General,  a  guard  for  Justice  Field.  AMiy,  they  asked,  if  the  Presi- 
dent had  this  power,  had  it  Ijeen  necessary  to  pass  various  habeas  corpus  acts? 
"  Why  could  not  President  Jackson,  in  1833,  as  the  head  of  the  Executive 
Department,  invested  with  the  power  and  charged  with  the  duty  to  take  care 
that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed  and  to  defend  the  Constitution,  have 
enforced  the  collection  of  the  fe<leral  revenues  in  the  Port  of  Charleston,  and 
have  protected  the  revenue  officers  of  tlie  gavernment  agninst  any  arrest  made 
under  the  pretensions  of  the  state  authority  with  the  aid  of  the  act  of  1S337 
Why,  in  1842,  when  the  third  Habeas  Corpus  Act  was  pa?scd,  could  not  the 
President  of  the  United  States  by  virtue  of  the  same  self-existing  powers 
of  the  Executive,  togetlier  with  those  of  the  Judicial  Department,  have  en- 
forced the  international  obligations  of  the  government  without  any  such  act 
of  Congress  ?  " 

n  117  U.  S.  241;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  734;  29  L.  ed.  86S, 
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refusal  of  the  Circuit  ConTt  to  issue  the  writ.  "  We  are  of 
opinion,"  said  the  court,  ''  that  while  the  Circuit  Court  has  the 
pow^  to  do  80,  and  may  discharge  the  accused  in  advance  of  his 
trial  if  he  is  restrained  of  his  liberty  in  violation  of  the  Xational 
Constitution  it  is  not  bound  in  every  case  to  exercise  such  a 
power  rmmediatelj  upon  application  for  the  writ.  We  cannot 
suppose  that  Congress  intended  to  compel  those  coirrts,  by  such 
means,  to  draw  to  themselves,  in  the*  first  instance,  the  control 
of  all  criminal  prosecutions  commenced  in  state  courts  exercising 
authority  within  the  same  territorial  limits,  where  the  accused 
claims  that  he  is  held  in  custody  in  violation  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States.  The  injunction  to  hear  the  case  summarily 
and  thereupon  *  to  dispose  of  the  party  as  law  and  justice  require ' 
does  not  deprive  the  court  of  discretion  as  to  the  timje  and  the 
mode  in  which  it  will  exercise  the  powers  conferred  upon  it. 
That  discretion  should  be  exercised  in  the  ligh.t  of  the  relations 
existing  under  our  system  of  govermaent,  between  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  tlie  Union  and  of  the  States,  and  in  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  the  public?  good  requires  that  those  relations  be  not 
disturbed  by  unnecessary  conflict  between  courts  equally  bound 
to  regard  and  protect  rights  secured  by  the  Constitution.'* 

From  the  quotations  which  have  just  been  made  it  is  apparent 
that  in  the  issuance  of  the  writ,  a  distinction  is  made  between 
those  ca^es  in  which  its  issuance  is  necessary  to  protect  the  Gen- 
eral Government  in  the  exeeuti!^  of  its  functions,  and  those  in 
which  the  question  is  merely  one  of  the  petitioner's  right  to 
liberty.  In  this  latter  class  of  cases,  ^'  if,"  the  court  say,  "  it  is 
apparent  upon  the  petition  that  the  writ,  if  issued,  ought  not, 
on  principles  of  law  and  justice,  to  result  in  the  immediate  dis- 
charge of  the  accused  from  custody,  the  court  is  not  bound  to 
award  it  as  soon  as  the  application  is  made."  The  federal  courts, 
the  opinion  goes  on  to  declare,  are  to  assume  that  the  state  courts 
win  neither  do  injustice  nor  disr^ard  the  settled  principles  of 
federal  constitutional  law.  If,  however,  they  should  do  so,  the 
petitioner  still  has  the  privilege  of  taking  his  case  by  writ  of 
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error  from  the  highest  state  court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  th^ 
United  States.^- 

The  act  of  1867  provides  that,  upon  return  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  "  the  court  or  justice,  or  judge,  shall  proceed  in 
a  summary  way  to  determine  the  facts  of  the  case,  by  hearing 
the  testimony  and  arguments,  and  thereupon  to  dispose  of  the 
party  as  law  and  justice  require."  ^^ 

It  would  not  appear  to  be  certainly  settled  just  what  is  the 
facts  to  be  determined  and  just  what  the  action  is  to  be  taken  by 
the  federal  court  in  all  cases  where  the  party  suing  out  the  writ 
claims  that  the  act  charged  against  him  in  the  state  court  was 
done  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States  or  in  pursuance  of  a 
process  of  its  courts.  When,  by  means  of  the  writ,  the  federal 
court  has.  brought  the  accused  under  its  control,  is  it  its  duty  in 
all  cases  to  determine  whether  the  accused  was  an  officer  of  the 
United  States  and  further  whether  he  had  acted  in  good  faith, 
and  within  the  scope  of  his  federal  authority,  and  therefore  en- 
titled to  a  discharge;  and,  if  not,  to  impose  such  penalty  as  the 
law  and  facts  require  ?  Or  is  it  the  duty  of  the  federal  court, 
where  the  question  is  not  as  to  the  federal  authority  which  is  set 
up,  but  whether  in  fact  that  authority  has  been  overstepped,  and 
there  is  conflicting  evidence  as  to  this,  is  it  the  duty  of  the  federal 
court  to  remand  the  party  to  the  state  court  for  the  determination 

of  the  question? 

. t 

12  For  later  refusals  of  the  federal  courts  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
to  persons  in  the  custody  of  state  courts  in  alleged  violation  of  the  Con- 
stitution, see  Tinsley  v.  Anderson  (171  U.  S.  101;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  805; 
43  L.  ed.  91)  and  United  States  ex  rel,  Drury  t.  Lewis  (200  U.  S.  1;  26 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  229;  50  L.  ed.  343).  In  the  first  of  those  cases  the  Supreme 
Court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court,  and  dismissed  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  which  it  had  issued,  and  remanded  the  accused  to  the  custody 
of  the  state  authorities.  In  Ex  parte  Wood  (155  Fed.  100),  decided  in  1907, 
habeas  corpus  was  granted  by  a  federal  court  for  the  release  of  one  who  was 
charged  in  a  state  court  with  a  violation  of  a  state  law,  the  enforcement  of 
which  had  previously  been  enjoined  by  a  federal  court  because  unconstitu- 
tional. 

18  Rev.  St.,  Sec.  761. 
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The  opinions  in  the  Ableman  and  Tarble  cases,  and  the  reason- 
ing of  the  court  in  Tennessee  v.  Davis,  would  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  former  action  is  the  correct  one,  namely,  that  the  federal 
court  should  not  remand  the  accused  to  the  state  court,  but  itself 
determine  the  fact  whether  he  has  acted  in  excess  of  his  federal 
authority.  In  United  States  ex  rel,  Drury  v.  Lewis,**  however, 
the  court  accepted  the  alternative  doctrine,  and  remanded  the 
accused  for  trial  to  the  state  court,  the  evidence  being  conflicting 
as  to  whether  or  not  in  fact  he  had  exceeded  his  federal  authority. 
The  court,  quoting  from  Baker  v.  Grice^^  say ;  **  It  is  an 
exceedingly  delicate  jurisdiction  given  to  the  federal  courts  by 
which  a  person  under  an  indictment  in  a  state  court,  and  subject 
to  its  laws,  may,  by  the  decision  of  a  single  judge  of  the  federal 
court,  upon  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  be  taken  out  of  the  custody 
of  the  officers  of  the  State,  and  finally  discharged  therefrom,  and 
thus  a  trial  by  the  state  courts  of  an  indictment  found  under  the 
laws  of  a  State  be  finally  prevented.  Cases  have  occurred  of  so 
exceptional  a  nature  that  this  course  has  been  pursued."  **  In 
the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  court  find  that  there  were  not  pres- 
ent the  exceptional  circumstances  justifying  this  federal  inter- 
Tention,  and  that  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  the 
act  charged  was  done  in  performance  of  a  federal  authority.  This 
beiilg  so,  the  court  declare,  it  is  the  proper  province  of  the  state 
court  and  not  of  the  federal  tribunal  to  determine  this  question. 
The  court  in  this  case,  in  the  position  which  it  assumed,  cites 
no  prior  cases  exactly  in  point.  It  does  indeed  refer  to  earlier 
adjudications,  but  none  of  these  had  reference  to  instances  in 
which  persons  in  custody  of  state  authorities  sought  release 
upon  the  claim  that  the  acts  charged  against  them  were  done 
in  the  course  of  official  duty.  In  each  instance  the  petitioners 
based  their  claim  to  release  upon  the  ground  that  the  imprison- 
ment by  the  state  authorities  was  in  violation  of  their  individual 
rights   under  the  Constitution,  laws  or  treaties  of  the  United 

14  200  U.  S.  1 ;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  229 ;  50  L.  ed.  343. 

15  169  U.  S.  284;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  323;  42  L.  ed.  748. 

i«  Citing  Re  Loney  (134  U.  S.  372;   10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  384;  33  L.  ed.  949) ; 
Jte  Xeagle  (135  U.  S.  1 ;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  658;  34  L.  ed.  55). 
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States.  In  such  caaea  there  wae  of  course  no  reason  baaed  i^pon 
federal  governmental  supremacj  and  efficiency,  why  the  federal 
courta  shoidd  not,  in  their  discretion,  leave  the  petitioners  to  set 
up  such  defense  as  they  might  have  in  the  state  conrtB,  and  on 
writ  of  error  therefi'cnn  to  the  federal  Supreme  Court.^'^ 

17  The  law  regarding  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  over  federal  pflicera 
is  discusaed  in  a  valuable  article  by  Mr.  James  L.  Bishop  in  the  Columbia 
Law  Review  for  May,  1909,  entitled  "  The  Jurisdiction  of  State  and  Federal 
Courta  over  Federal  Oflkers."  Mr.  Bishop  suggests  that  the  maintenance 
of  the  freedom  of  federal  authority  from  state  interference,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  presei-vation  of  the  proper  powers  of  the  state  courts  could  be 
secured  by  extending  the  right  of  removal  of  cases  from  the  state  to  fedexml 
courts,  now  given  under  Section  643  of  the  Revised  Statutes  to  federal  revenue 
officers,  to  all  officers  acting  under  authority  of  the  United  States;  and  that 
the  issuance  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  by  federal  courts  be  limited  so  as 
to  be  merely  ancillary  to  such  right  of  removaL 


CHAPTER  IX. 

THE  MAINTENANCE  OF  ^DBRAL  SUPREMACY;   THE   INDEPEND- 
ENCE OF  FTEa>ERAL  COURTS  FROM  STATE  INTERFERENCE. 

§  78.  Indq>endence  of  Federal  Authorities. 

A  federal  court  having  assumed  jurisdiction  over  a  person  or 
piece  of  property,  the  state  authorities  are  excluded  from  any 
interference  therewith  or  from  in  any  way  assuming  jurisdiction 
therein.  This  principle  was  violated  by  the  authorities  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  in  the  case  of  Ableman  v.  Booth^  in  annulling 
the  proceedings  of  a  commissioner  of  the  United  States  and  dis- 
charging a  prisoner  who  had  been  committed  by  the  commis- 
sioner for  an  offense  against  a  federal  law.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  declared  the  impropriety  of  these  actions  in 
the  following  language :  "  The  suprcanacy  of  the  state  courts  over 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  cases  coming  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States  is  now  for  the  first  time 
asserted  and  acted  upon  in  the  supreme  court  of  a  State.''  Pro- 
testing against  this  action,  the  opinion  declares:  "...  We 
do  not  question  the  authority  of  state  court,  or  judge,  who  is  au- 
thorized by  the  laws  of  the  State  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
to  issue  it  in  any  case  where  the  party  is  imprisoned  within  its 
territorial  limits,  provided  it  does  not  appear,  when  the  applica- 
tion is  made,  that  the  person  imprisoned  is  in  custody  under  the 
authority  of  the  United  States.  The  court  or  judge  has  a  right 
to  inquire,  in  this  mode  of  proceeding,  for  Avhat  cause  and  by 
what  authority  the  prisoner  is  confined  within  the  territorial 
limite  of  the  state  sovereignty.  But,  after  the  return  is  made, 
and  tie  state  judge  or  court  is  judicially  apprised  that  the  party 
is  in  custody  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  they 
can  proceed  no  further." 

That  a  state  court  has  no  power  to  issue  a  mandamus  or  writ  of 
certiorari  to  a  federal  officer  is  not  questioned.^ 

121  How.  506. 

sM'Clung  V.  Silliman,  6  Wh.  598;  5  L.  ed.  *340;  Kendall  v.  U.  S.,  12  Pet. 
524;  9  L.  ed.  1181;  U.  S.  v.  Schurz  (102  U.  S.  378;  26  L.  ed.  167). 

[141] 


142  United  States  Cons^'itutional  Law. 

The  inability  of  the  state  courts  by  injunction  or  otherwise  to 
control  proceedings  in  federal  courts  is  declared  in  Weber  v.  Lee 
Co.,^  United  States  v.  Keokuk/  and  SuH^rvisors  v.  Durant."^  Thia 
inability  arises  not  so  much  from  the  supremacy  of  the  federal 
courts  as  because  the  state  and  federal  judicial  'systems  are  inde- 
pendent of  one  another.  In  Weber  v.  Lee  Co.  the  court  say :  "  State 
courts  cannot  enjoin  the  process  of  proceedings  in  the  circuit 
[federal]  courts;  not  on  account  of  any  paramount  jurisdiction 
in  the  latter,  but  because  they  are  entirely  independent  in  their 
sphere  of  action."  The  same  reason  is  given  in  United  States  v. 
Keokuk.  % 

§  73.  Injunctions  from  Federal  to  State  Courts. 

It  is,  however,  not  quite  correct  to  say  that  the  two  judicial 
systems  are  **  entirely  independent  in  their  sphere  of  action."  It 
is  true  that  the  state  courts  are  wholly  without  power  in  any  way 
to  control  the  operations  of  the  federal  courts,  but  the  reverse  is 
not  true.  As  has  already  api)eared,  a  writ  of  error  lies  in  certain 
cases  from  the  federal  Supreme  Court  to  the  state  courts,  and, 
when  removal  of  a  case  is  sought,  the  federal  courts  may  issue 
a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  state  court  demanding  a  copy  of  the 
record,  and  the  clerk  of  the  state  court  refusing  compliance  with 
this  demand  becomes,  imder  an  act  of  Congress,  liable  to  fine  or 
imprisonment.  Furthermore  the  federal  courts  possess  the  right 
to  protect  their  own  jurisdictional  rights  or  the  rights  of  parties 
to  suits  before  them  by  restraining  orders  forbidding  proceedings 
in  the  state  courts. 

It  is  true  that,  actuated  by  a  desire  to  preserve  so  far- as  possi- 
ble the  independence  of  the  state  judiciaries  Congress,  by  act  of 
1793,®  which  is  still  in  force,  has  provided  that  **  the  writ  of  in- 
junction shall  not  be  granted  by  any  court  of  the  United  States 
to  stay  proceedings  in  any  court  of  a  State,  except  in  cases  where 
such  an  injunction  may  be  authorized  by  any  law  relating  to  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy."    But,  in  other  than  cases  in  bankruptcy, 

S6  WaU.  210;   18  L.  ed.  781. 
4  6  Wall.  614;    18  L.  ed.  933. 
»9  WaU.  415;   19  L.  ed.  732. 
•  Rev.  St.,  Sec.  720. 
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the  federfd  courts  have  not  hesitated  to  enjoin  proceedings  in  state 
courts  where  this  has  .been  necessary  to  preserve  their  own  juris- 
dictionsil  rights,  or  to  protect  individuals  in  their  federal  rights. 
Thus  in  Dietzsch  v.  Huidekoper^  it  was  held  that  the  prohibition 
of  Section  720  of  the  Revised  Statutes  would  not  prevent  a  fed- 
eral court  from  issuing  an  injunction  restraining  proceedings 
on  a  replevin  bond,  the  state  suit  being  based  on  a  judgment 
obtained  in  a  state  court  after  the  defendant  had  removed  the 
ease  to  the  federal  courts  and  there  obtained  judgment  in  his 
favor.  The  court  said :  "  The  action  on  the  replevin  bond  in  that 
[the  state]  court  was  simply  an  attempt  to  enforce  the  judgment 
of  that  court  in  the  replevin  suit,  rendered  after  its  removal  to 
the  United  States  circuit  court,  and  after  the  state  court  had  lost 
all  jurisdiction  over  the  case.  If  no  judgment  had  been  rendered 
in  the  state  court  against  the  plaintiffs  in  the  replevin  suit,  no 
action  could  have  been  maintained  upon  the  replevin  bond.  The 
bond  took  the  place  of  property  seized  in  replevin,  and  a  judg- 
ment upon  it  was  equi\»altnt  to  an  actual  return  of  the  replevied 
property.  The  suit  upon  the  replevin  bond  was,  therefore,  but 
an  attempt  to  enforce  a  pretended  judgment  of  the  state  court, 
rendered  in  a  case  over  which  it  had  no  jurisdiction,  but  which 
had  been  transferred  to  and  decided  by  the  United  States  Circuit 
Court,  by  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  replevin.  The 
bill  [for  injunction]  in  this  case  was,  therefore,  ancillary  to  the 
replevin  suit,  and  was  in  substance  a  preceding  in  the  federal 
court  to  enforce  its  own  judgment  by  preventing  the  defeated 
party  from  wresting  the  replevied  property  from  the  plaintiffs  in 
replevin,  who,  by  the  judgment  of  the  court,  were  entitled  to  it, 
or  what  was  in  eff^ect  the  same  thing,  preventing  them  from  en- 
forcing a  bond  for  the  return  of  the  property  to  them.  A  court 
of  the  United  States  is  not  prevented  from  enforcing  its  own  judg- 
ments by  the  statute  which  forbids  it  to  grant  a  writ  of  injunction 
to  stay  proceedings  in  a  state  court."  ' 

7  103  U.  8.  494 ;  26  L.  ed.  497. 

8lnxMi98i88ippi  Railroad  CommiBBion  v.  Illinois  Central  R.  Co.  (203  U.  S. 
336;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  90;  51  L.  ed.  209)  it  was  held  that  the  commission 
WAS  not  a  court  within  the  meaning  of  Rev.  St.,  Sec.  720. 
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In  Martin  v.  Hunter's  Lessee,®  a  case,  it  will  be  remembered, 
arising  out  of  the  refusal  of  the  state  court  to  obey  a  mundate  from 
the  federal  tribunal,  the  court  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  decide 
whether  or  not  the  federal  court  had  the  power  to  issue  a  man- 
damus to  the  Virginia  court  to  enforce  its  former  judgment.  In- 
stead, the  court  simply  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Virginia 
Court  of  Api^eals  and  affirmed  that  of  the  lower  court.  Justice 
Johnson  rraidered  a  concurring  opinion  in  which  he  said :  *•'  The 
presiding  judge  of  the  state  court  is  himself  authorized  to  issue 
the  writ  of  error,  if  he  will,  and  thus  give  jurisdiction  to  the  Su- 
preme Court ;  and  if  he  thinks  proper  to  decline  it,  no  compulsory 
process  is  provided  by  law  to  oblige  hinu  The  party  who  im- 
agines himself  aggrieved  is  then  at  liberty  to  apply  to  a  judge  of 
the  Fnited  States,  who  issues  the  writ  of  error,  which  (whatever 
its  form)  is,  in  substance,  no  more  than  a  mode  of  compelling 
the  opposite  party  to  appear  before  this  court  and  maintain  the 
legality  of  his  judgment  obtained  before  the  state  tribunal.  An 
exemplification  of  the  record  is  the  common  property  of  every  one 
who  chooses  to  apply  and  pay  for  it,  and  thus  the  case  and  the 
party  are  brought  before  us.'* 

After  pointing  out  that  the  court  disavowed  all  intention  to  de- 
cide as  to  the  right  to  issue  a  compulsory  process  to  the  state 
courts,  Justice  Johnson,  however,  goes  on  to  argue  that  the  federal 
court  might  properly  issue  a  mandamus  only  to  the  lower  federal 
courts,  and  that  in  case  a  state  court,  whose  decrees  might  be  re 
versed  by  the  federal  court,  should  refuse  to  alter  its  action  in 
obedience  thei'eto,  tlie  federal  Supreme  Court,  under  authority 
granted  by  the  Judiciary  Act,  where  the  case  had  once  before  been 
remanded,  could  itself  proceed  to  a  final  decision  of  the  case  and 

In  French  v.  Hay  (22  WaU.  250;  22  L.  ed.  857)  the  court  say:  "The 
piohibition  in  ttie  Judiciaxy  Act  against  the  graatiiig  of  InjanetionB  by  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  touching  proceedings  in  state  courts  has  no  ap- 
plication here.  The  prior  jurisdiction  of  the  court  below  took  the  case 
out  of  the  operation  of  that  provision.  If  the  state  conrts  should  persist 
in  proceeding  —  a  thing  not  to  be  expected  —  the  \rroiig  will  be  on  the  part 
of  those  tribunals  and  not  of  the  court  below." 

»  1  Wh.  304 ;  4  L.  ed.  97. 
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-^iie  Awarding  of  a  jodgmex^  thexenpon.^  By  tkis  means  and  by 
-^  liberal  Bae  of  the  writ  of  injimetion  and  that  of  habeas  corpus 
-^d  subjeciendnin,  Jnstioe  Johnson  declared  that  the  constita* 
^onal  revising  power  might  be  f  iilly  seemed  to  the  United  States 
"^^ithont  ever  resorting  to  compnlsorj  or  xestrictiye  processes  npon 
'^e  state  tribunals. 

The  circunstanees  under  which  the  federal  courts  will  issue 
junctions  restraining  state  officials  from  enforcing,  or  bringing 
uits  in  the  sitate  courts  to  enforce  a  state  act  which  is  alleged  to 
\>e  in  contravention  of  the  federal  Constitution  will  be  further  con- 
«dered  in  chapter  UV^  in  which  the  sixabilitj  of  the  State  is  dis- 
^cussed. 

The  federal  courts  have  not  been  given,  nor  could  thev  constitu- 

^onally  be  ^ven,  the  jurisdiction  to  issue  writs  of  mandamus  to 

<sompel  the  performance  by  state  officials  of  Btate  duties.^^     The 

constitutional  power  of  Congress  to  authorize  the  federal  courts, 

T>y  writs  of  mandamus,  to  compel  the  performance  of  duties, 

i^hether  by  state  or  federal  officials,  imposed  by  federal  law  would 

^eem  to  be  beyond  question,  though  Congress  has  not  yet  seen  fit  to 

grant  to  these  courts  the  power  except  as  ancillary  to  jurisdiction 

already  otherwise  obtained. ^^     It  is  to  l>e  remembered,  however, 

that  Congress  cannot,  without  the  consent  of  tlie  State,  impose 

upon  its  functionaries  the  performance  of  federal  duties.    Where, 

however,  the  act  ordered  is  one  unconnected  with  his  official  state 

duties,  the  fact  that  an  individual  is  a  state  functionary  woidd 

not  exempt  him  from  the  mandatory  power  of  the  federal  courts. 

§  74.  State  liestrictions  upon  the  Right  of  Removal  of  Suits 
from  State  to  Federal  Courts. 
By  various  acts  of  Congress  rights  have  heen  granted  to  de- 
fendants to  remove  into  feleral  coiu'ts  civil  actions  begun  in  state 

J^Bj  Act  of  1667   (Rev.  Stat,  f^ec.  709),  tlie  Supreme  Court  was  given  this 

jwwer   without    reference  to   whether   or   not   the   cnse   had   been    previously 

remanded.     That  act  provides,  "  Wie  Supreme  Court  may,  at  their  discretion, 

l»rccaed  to  a  final  decision  and  award  execution,  or  remund  the  case  to  the 

■nrferior  court/' 

iiPrigg  v.  Pennsylvania   (16  Pet.  539;   10  L.  cd.  1060). 

UU.  S.  V.  Circuit  Court    (126  Fed.  Eep.  169). 

10 
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courts,  where  there  is  a  diversity  of  citizenship  of  the  parties. 
This  right,  which  will  be  more  fully  discussed  in  a  later  chapter,^* 
is  granted,  not  that  federal  supremacy  may  be  maintained,  but 
that  an  impartial  tribunal  may  be  secured  in  suits  in  which  citi- 
zens of  different  States  are  parties.  One  important  question, 
however,  with  reference  to  the  maintenance  of  federal  authority, 
has  arisen  in  connection  with  the  right  of  removal  based  upon 
diversity  of  citizenship,  and  this  is  as  to  the  authority  of  the  States 
to  prevent  foreign  corporations  from  exercising  this  federal  privi- 
l^e  by  making  it  a  condition  precedent  to  their  being  allowed  to 
enter  the  State  or  to  continue  to  do  business  therein  that,  when- 
sued  by  a  citizen  of  the  State,  they  will  not  have  the  cause  re- 
moved into  the  federal  courts.  Here  it  is  apparent  that  thje  ques- 
tion is  not  so  much  the  right  of  the  State  to  interfere  with  the  I 
exercise  by  a  federal  court  of  its  jurisdiction  when  obtained,  as 
it  is  to  prevent  that  jurisdiction  from  being  invoked. 

That  States  cannot  put  restrictions  upon  the  removal  of  cases 
from  their  courts  to  federal  tribunals  any  more  than  they  can 
prevent  it  was  declared  in  a  case  arising  under  a  statute  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  which  provided  that  insurance  companies  of 
other  States  desiring  to  do  business  within  its  limits  should  sign 
a  written  agreement  that  they  would  not  remove  to  the  federal 
courts  suits  brought  against  them  in  the  State's  courts.  One  of 
these  companies,  having  removed  a  case  to  the  federal  courts  not- 
withstanding its  agreement  not  to  do  so,  the  Wisconsin  courts, 
ignoring  the  fact  of  its  removal,  proceeded  with  the  case  and  ren- 
dered judgment  against  the  company.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  upon  appeal  to  it,  declared  the  judgment  void  upon 
the  ground  that  the  agreement  itself  and  the  statute  requiring  it 
were  illegal,  as  no  one  could  be  compelled  to  bind  himself  in 
advance  not  to  exercise  a  right  guaranteed  to  him  by  the  Consti- 
tution any  more  than  he  could  barter  away  his  life  or  freedom.** 

WTien,  however,  in  a  later  case^  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  was  asked  to  issue  an  injunction  forbidding  the 

13  See  Chapter  L. 

"Home  Insurance  Co.  v.  Morse  (20  Wall.  445;  22  L.  ed.  366). 
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Secretary  of  State  of  Wisconsin  to  revoke  the  license  of  an  insur- 
ance company  that  had  violated  its  agreement  not  to  remove,  that 
court  held  that  it  could  not  thus  control  the  action  of  a  state 
official,  even  though  his  action  was  apparently  based  upon  an  im- 
proper ground.  The  court  said :  "  The  argument  that  the  revoca- 
tion in  question  is  made  for  an  unconstitutional  reason  cannot  be 
sustained.  The  suggestion  confounds  an  act  with  an  emotion  or 
a  mental  proceeding  which  is  not  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  deter- 
mining the  validity  of  a  statute."**  In  other  words  it  was  held 
that  the  right  both  of  granting  and  of  revoking  a  license  to  a  for- 
eign corporation  to  do  business  withih  a  State  belonging  to  the 
proper  officer  of  that  State,  it  was  not  within  the  competence  of  a 
federal  court  to  determine  whether  that  power  was  exercised  for 
a  good  or  bad  reason  or  for  no  reason  at  all. 

But  when,  in  a  still  later  case,  there  was  drawn  into  question 
the  operation  of  a  statute  of  Iowa  which  declared  that  upon  the 
violation  by  a  foreign  insurance  company  of  its  agreement  not  to 
remove  a  case  to  the  federal  courts,  its  license  should  thereby  be- 
come void,  the  federal  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  violation  of 
an  illegal  agreement  could  not  of  itself  operate  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  company's  license.  If  revoked  at  all  it  would  have  to 
be  by  the  act  of  a  competent  state  official,  and  not,  ipso  facto,  by 
the  exercise  of  a  constitutional  right*^ 

This  entire  subject  was  reviewed  in  Security  Mutual  Life  In- 
surance Co.  V.  Prewitt"  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  State  may 
by  statute  provide  that  if  a  foreign  insurance  company  shall  re- 
move to  a  federal  court  a  case  which  has  been  commenced  in  a 
state  court,  the  license  of  such  company  to  do  business  within  the 
State  shall  thereupon  be  revoked.  In  its  opinion  the  court  say: 
*^  It  is  admitted  that  a  State  has  power  to  prevent  a  company  from 
coming  into  its  domain,  and  that  it  has  the  power  to  take  away 
the  right  to  remain  after  having  been  permitted  once  to  enter,  and 
that  right  may  be  exercised  from  good  or  bad  motives ;  but  what 
the  company  denied  [in  this  case]  is  the  right  of  a  State  to  enact 

16  Doyle  V.  Continental  Insurance  Co.    (94  U.  S.  535;  24  L.  ed.   148). 

i« Barron  v.  BurnBide  (121  XT.  S.  186;  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  P31 ;  30  L.  ed.  915). 

"202  U.  S.  246;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  619;  50  L.  ed.  1013. 
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in  advance  that  if  a  company  remove  a  uase  to  a  Jederal  ideamt,  ils 
license  ^all  be  revoked.  We  think  this  distinctian  is  dn&t  well 
founded.  The  truth  is  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  is  .simply  tc 
place  iorei^  companies  upon  a  par  mth  the  domestic  ones  doing 
business  in  li^ntuckj.  Xo  stipulation  or  agreement  being  xe- 
quired  as  a  condition  for  coming  into  the  State  and  obtaining  a 
permit  to  do  business  thei*ein,  the  mer^  enactment  of  a  statute 
which,  iin  substance,  saj^s  if  you  choose  to  exercise  your  right  to 
remove  a  case  into  a  federal  court,  your  Tight  to  further  do  busi- 
ness within  the  State  shall  cease  and  your  permit  shall  be  with- 
drawn, is  not  open  to  any  constitutional  objection.  The  reasoning 
in  the  Doyle  case  we  think  is  good."^® 

Prom  Ihe  foregoing  cases  it  is  apparent  that  no  abandonment 
is  really  made  of  the  principle  that  the  States  are  canstitutionally 
incompetent  to  interfei'e  with  or  prohibit  the  exercise  of  a  fed- 
eral right.  Corporations  chartered  in  one  State  and  doing  busi- 
ness in  Another  State  may  exercise  the  right  &£  removal  given 
them  by  the  federal  statutes  without  reference  to  what  the  laws 
of  the  States  in  which  they  are  doing  business  may  pro\ade,  and 
this  they  may  do  even  if  they  hav^j  contracted  with  those  state 
authorities  not  to  exercise  these  rights.  The  fact  that  the  state 
authorities,  in  the  exercise  of  a  power  acknowledged  to  be  pos- 
sessed by  them,  withdraw,  or  threaten  to  withdraw,  a  privilege 
which  thej'  have  granted,  furnishes  no  ground  for  federal  relief. 
Tliere  is,  to  be  sure,  a  causal  nexus  between  the  exercise  of  the 
federal  xight  of  removal  and  of  the  State's  right  to  withdraw  its 
permission  to  the  foreign  corporation  to  do  business  within  the 
State's  limits.  But,  legally  speaking,  there  is  no  connection.  Each 
is  the  exercise  of  an  independent  right.  The  case  is  npt  similar 
to  on©  Wihere  the  State  interferes  with  or  hinders  the  operation 
of  a  federal  agency,  as,  for  example,  the  taxation  of  its  franchise. 
In  the  ^cases  above  considered,  no  attempt  is  made  by  the  States  to 
declare  what  cases  shall  and  what  cases  shall  not  be  removed  into 
the  federal  courts,  or  in  any  way  to  interfere  with  the  exercise 

18  A  strong  dissenting  opinion,  concurred  in  by  Justice  Harlan,  wtm  filed 
in  tMs  case  by  Justice  Day. 
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of  their  jurisdiction  by  those  courts  after  the  cases-  hasre  been  re- 
moved into  theiD.  Whenever  this  has  been  attempted  the  federal 
conrta  have  prevented  it.  Thna  it  has  been  repeatedly  declared 
that  the  jurisdiction  conieired  upon  the  federal  courts'  cannot  be 
in  any  way  abridged  or  impaired  by  the  statutes  of  a  State. ^^^ 

So,  also,  it  ia  held  tiiat  the  proper  petition  and  bond  having 
been  filed,  a  ease  is  considered  removed  even  though  the  state  court 

m 

may  refuse  to  make  an  order  of  removal,  and  may  in  fact  proceed 
with  the  trial  of  the  cause."^  In  snch  cases  the  defendant  may,  if 
he  choose,  defend  the  case  in  the  state  court,  and  after  final  judg^ 
ment  obtain  a  writ  of  error  from  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  and  in  so  doing  he  does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  defend  in 
thft  lower  federal  court.  The  circuit  court  can  issue  a  writ  of 
certiorari  to  the  state  court  demanding  a  copy  of  the  record  m 
case  and  the  clerk  refusing  to  furnish  it  becomes  liable  under  a 
federal  act  to  fine  or  imprisonment.^' 

19  Hyde  ▼.  Stone  (20  How.  170;  15  L.  ed.  874)  ;  9myth  v.  Ames  (169  U.  S. 
466;  is  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  42  L.  ed.  819)  ;  Mercer  Co.  v.  Cowles  (7  WalL 
118;  19  L.  ed.  86)  ;  Lincoln  Co.  v.  Luning  (133  U.  S.  5^9;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
363;  33  L.  etf.  766)  ;  Chicot  Co.  v.  Sherwood  (14»  U.  S.  529;  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  696;  37  L.  ed,  546)  ;  B*itow  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Kane  (170  U.  &  lOQ';  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  526;  42  L.  ed.  064). 

»Hcm€  L.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Dunn  (19  Wall.  214;  22  L.  ed.  68)  ;  Marshall 
T.  Holmes  (141  U.  S.  589;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  62;  35  L.  ed.  870)  and  cases 
there  cited. 

»i  Act  of  3tfch.  3,  1875.  Whether  CJongres^  ha»  the  power  thu*  t»  punish 
the  refusal  of  the  state  official  to  perform  this  duty  haA  not  received  judicial 
determination.  If,  however,  we  judge  by  analogy  from  the  decision  in  Ex 
parte  Siebold  (100  U.  S.  371;  25  L.  e<i.  717),  and  if  the  act  required  is  a 
purely  ministerial  one.  Congress  has  the  power.  In  Ex  parte  Virgsnia  ( 100 
U.  Si  330;  25  L.  ed.  676)  a  judge  of  a  Virginia  court  had  been  indicted  for 
a  violation  of  the  federal  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1^75  in  that  he  had  excluded 
negroes  from  grand  and  petit  juries.  The  selection  of  jurors  the  maJDrity 
of  tlie-  court  dlwlared  to  be  a  purely  ministerial  act,  smdy  as  to  the  fact 
that  the  accused  was  a  state  official,  said:  "We  do  not  perceive  how  ht>I  ding- 
an  oflice  under  a  State  and  claiming  to  act  for  the  state  can  relieve^  the 
holder  from  obligation  to  obey  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  or 
to  take  away  the  power  of  Congress  to  punish  his  disobedience."  Justice  Field, 
in  a  dissenting  opinion  concurred  in  by  Justice  Clifford,  strongly  urged  that 
the  act  of  1875  was  unconstitutional  in  so  far  as  it  attempted  to  govern 
the   selection  of   jurors   in   state   courts.     lie  argued   that   the   selection  of 
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In  the  recently  decided  case  of  W.  U.  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Kansas^ 
the  court  takes  a  position  which  it  is  somewhat  difficult  to  har- 
monize with  that  assumed  in  the  insurance  cases.  In  this  case  the 
court  held  unconstitutional  as  an  interference  Mrith  interstate 
commerce  a  state  law  exacting  from  a  foreign  telegraph  corpora- 
tion, as  a  condition  of  being  permitted  to  continue  to  do  a  local 
business  within  the  State,  a  charter  fee  of  a  given  per  cent  of  its 
entire  authorized  capital  stock.  The  court  declare:  "The  vital 
difference  between  the  Prewitt  case  and  the  one  now  before  us 
is  that  the  business  of  the  insurance  company,  involved  in  the 
former  case,  was  not,  as  this  court  has  often  adjudged,  interstate 
commerce,  while  the  business  of  the  telegraph  company  was  pri- 
marily and  mainly  that  of  interstate  commerce."  This  is  true 
enough,  but  the  essential  fact  still  remains  that  the  Prewitt  case 
permitted  the  State  to  exact  of  the  foreign  corporation  as  a  con- 
dition to  its  being  permitted  to  do  business  within  the  State  that 
it  should  forego  the  exercise  of  a  federal  constitutional  right, 
whereas,  in  the  later  case  it  was  held  that  the  State  might  not  as 
a  condition  impose  burdens  upon  the  exercise  by  the  foreign  corpo- 
ration of  federal  right,  that  of  carrying  on  interstate  commerce, 
which  can  scarcely  be  said  to  be  a  more  important  privilege  than 
that  involved  in  the  Prewitt  case.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that 
the  suggestion  made  by  Justice  White  in  his  concurring  opinion  in 
the  later  case  was  a  stronger  one,  namely,  that  the  company  having 
been  permitted  to  enter  the  State  and  construct  its  plant  there, 
the  onerous  conditions  attempted  to  be  imposed  by  the  State  as 
a  condition  to  its  remaining  there  were  confiscatory  and,  there- 
fore, wanting  in  due  process  of  law. 

jurors  is  a  judicial  and  not  a  merely  ministerial  act   (quoting  Kentucky  v. 
Dennison),  and  that  Congress  had  no  authority  over  judicial  officers  of  the 
States   in   discharge  of   their   duties   under   State   laws.     For   a  fuller   dis- 
cussion oi  this  case  see  post,  p.  169. 
»30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  190. 


CHAPTER  X. 

THE  FEDERAL  CONTROL  OF  THE  FORM  OF  STATE  GOVERNMENTS. 

§  75.  State  Autonomy. 

In  the  foregoing  pages  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  aa 
opposed  to,  and  inconsistent  with,  the  continued  sovereignty  of  its 
individual  commonwealth  members  has  been  sufficiently  declared. 
Whatever  doubt  there  may  have  been  upon  this  point  before  the 
Civil  War,  the  result  of  that  gigantic  struggle  has  left  no  room 
for  disagreement  since,  and  the  subsequent  unequivocal  assertions 
of  the  federal  courts  have  simply  registered  conclusions  that  no 
one  could  rationally  question.  Starting,  then,  from  this  funda- 
mental fact  that,  looking  at  the  matter  from  a  purely  legal  view- 
point, the  individual  Commonwealths  constitute  self-governing 
but  politically  subordinate  .portions  of  the  United  States,  we 
shall  now  proceed  to  consider  the  degree  of  autonomy  secured  them 
under  the  federal  Constitution.  This  subject  we  may  conveniently 
divide  into  two  parts.  First,  we  may  examine  the  degree  of  con- 
trol that  the  Federal  Government  may  constitutionally  exercise 
over  the  form  of  government  that  the  several  States  may  establish 
for  themselves;  and,  secondly,  the  extent  to  which  the  General 
Government  may  supervise  or  control  the  exercise  by  the  States 
of  those  powers  that  are  reserved  to  them.  First,  then,  as  to  the 
control  that  may  be  constitutionally  exercised  by  the  United 
States  over  the  forms  of  government  of  its  constituent  units. 

Speaking  generally  it  may  be  said  that,  providing  its  govern- 
ment be  republican  in  form,  each  State  of  the  Tnion  may  establish 
such  governmental  organs  as  it  sees  fit,  and  apportion  among  them 
its  executive,  legislative  and  judicial  powers  according  to  its  own 
judgment  as  to  what  is  expedient  and  proper. 

§  76.  Republican  Form  of  Government  Defined. 

The  federal  Constitution  provides  that  ''  The  United  States 
shall  guarantee  to  every  State  in  this  Union  a  republican  form 

[151] 
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of  government,  and  protect  each  of  them  against  invasion;  and, 
on  application  of  the  legislature,  or  of  the  executive  (when  the 
legislature  cannot  be  convened)  against  domestic  violence.''  ^ 

In  form,  the  first  clause  afr  tim  aeatiDn  would  appear  to  be  for 
the  benefit  of  the  States  and  to  impose  a  duty  upon  the  Eederal 
Government,  and  such  undoubtedly  would  be  its  effect  should  a 
foreign  power  attempt  to  impose  a  government  of  any^  sort  what- 
ever upon  the  people  of  one  of  the  States  against  their  will ;  or 
should  a  domestic  revolution  result  in  the  establishment  in  power 
of  a  government  not  sanctioned  by  law  or  not  freely  agreed  to  by 
the  electorate.  In  fact,  however,  as  we  have  already  seen,  and 
as  will  presently  be  more  particularly  spoken  of,  this  clause  was 
80  interpreted  during  reconstruction  times  as  to  give  to  the  Fed- 
eral Grovernment  for  several  years  an  almost  unlimited  power  of 
control  of  the  domestic  affairs  of  those  States  that  had  been  in 
rebellion  against  its  authority. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  th«  Constitution  does  not  itself  define  tte 
term  **  republican  form  of  government"  It  has,  however,  always 
been  an  accepted  rule  of  construction  that  the  technical  and  special 
terms  used  in  the  Constitution  are  to  be  given  that  meaning  which 
they  had  at  the  time  that  instrument  was  framed.  This  is  but 
reasonable,  for,  in  default  of  anything  to  the  contrary,  those  who 
drafted  the  Constitution  are  to  be  presumed  to  have  intended  the 
words  which  they  used  to  have  that  meaning  they  knew  them  to 
have.  For  a  definition,  then,  of  "  republican  government "  we 
must  discover  what  in  17ST  such  a  political  form  was  considered 
to  be.  Certainly  we  may  say  that  the  governments  of  the  thirteen 
original  States  as  they  existed  at  the  time  the  Constitution  was 
drafted  must  have  been  considered  as  illustrating  the  republican 
type.  Furthermore,  the  Constitutions  of  all  those  States  which 
have  been  admitted  to  the  Union  since  178 T  must  be  regarded  as 
having  been  impliedly  declared  republican  by  Congress  at  the 
time  of  the  giving  of  its  assent  to  their  entrance  into  the  Union. 

The  late  Judge  Cooley,  in  his  Principles  of  CoiistitiUional  Law^ 
has  perhaps  defined  the  term  as  satisfactorily  as  anyone.    *^  By  a 

1  Art.  IV,  Sec.  4. 

2  Chapter  XI. 
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tepublioaa  form  of  govenunent,^  lie  says,  ^^  ib  understood  a  gov- 
emmant  by  repreaentativea  chosen  by  the  people ;  and  it  contrasts 
on  the  one  side  with  a  democracy,  in  which  the  people  or  com- 
munity as  an  organized  whole  wield  the  sovereign  powers  of  gov- 
ernment, and,,  on  the  other  aide,  with  the  rule  of  one  man  as 
King,  Emperor,  Czar,  or  Sultan,  or  with  that  of  one  class  of  men, 
as  an  aristocracy."    ^*  In  strictness,"  Judge  Cooley  goes  on  to  say, 
"  a   republican   government   is   by   no   means   inconsistent   with 
monarchical  forms,  for  a  King  may  be  merely  an  hereditary  or 
elective  executive  while  the  powers  of  legislation  are  left  exclu- 
sively to  a  representative  body  freely  chosen  by  the  people.     It  is 
to  be  observed,  however,  that  it  is  a  republican  form  of  govern- 
ment that  is  to  be  guaranteed;  and  in  the  light  of  the  undoubted 
fact  that  by  the  Bevolution  it  was  expected  and  intended  to  throw 
off  monarchical  and  aristocratic  forms,  there  can  be  no  question 
but  that  by  a  rfepublican  form  of  government  was  intended  a 
government  in  which  not  only  would  the  people's-  representatives 
make  the  laws,  and  their  agents  administer  them,  but  the  people 
would  also,  directly  or  indirectly,  choose  the  executive.     But  it 
would  by  no  means  follow  that  the  whole  body  of  people,  or  even 
the  whole  body  of  adult  and  competent  persons,  would  be  admitted 
to  political  privileges ;  and  in  any  republican  State  the  law  must 
determine    the    qualifications    for    admission    to    the    elective 
franchise." 

In  United  States  v.  South  Carolina,^  a  case  decided  in  1905, 
an  obiter  suggestion  was  made  by  the  court  in  its  majority  opinion 
that  a  State  by  assuming  the  control  of  the  manufacture  and  dis- 
tribution of  certain  commodities,  and,  especially,  by  acquiring 
and  undertaking  the  management  of  public  utilities  might  thereby 
lose  its  republican  form  of  government.  To  the  suggestions  thus 
made  no  weight  can  be  given.  Whether  or  not  a  government  is 
republican  in  form  depends  not  upon  the  sphere  of  its  activities, 
but  upon  the  manner  in  which  its  functionaries  are  selected,  and 
the  degree  of  their  legal  responsibility  to  the  people.  Thus  there 
i  would  be  no  difficulty  in  the  most  socialistic  of  States  having  a 

s  199  U.  S.  437;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  50  L.  ed.  261. 
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government  of  the  purest  republican  type.  This  suggestion  to  the 
contrary  by  the  Supreme  Court  is  the  first  that  the  writer  has 
seen. 

§  77.   The  Constitutionality  of  Referendum  Laws. 

In  the  courts  of  the  States,  general  direct  l^islation  (referen- 
dum) laws  were  in  a  few  early  cases  held  unconstitutional  on  the 
ground  that  their  effect  is  to  establish  a  democratic  in  place  of  a 
republican  —  that  is,  representative  —  form  of  government.  Thus, 
for  example,  in  Rice  v.  Foster*  the  court  of  Delaware  declared: 
*^\lthough  the  people  have  the  power,  in  conformity  with  its  pro- 
visions, to  alter  the  Constitution,  under  no  circumstances  can  thev, 
so  long  as  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  remains  the  para- 
mount law  of  the  land,  establish  a  democracy  or  any  other  than 
a  republican  form  of  government."  And  this,  the  court  went  on 
to  declare,  would  in  effect  be  done,  should  the  electorate  be  given 
a  direct  legislative  power.* 

In  addition  to  being  in  violation  of  the  federal  Constitution, 
direct  legislation  laws  of  a  general  character  have  frequently  been 
held  void  as  in  violation  of  the  state  Constitutions  in  that  thev 
attempt  to  delegate  to  the  people  that  law-making  power  which 
has  been  intrusted  to  the  legislature.  In  answer  to  the  point  that 
the  law-making  power  was  not  thus  transferred,  but  simply  the 
operation  of  the  statutes  in  question  made  dependent  upon  the 
happening  of  a  particular  event,  namely,  the  approving  vote  of 
the  people,  the  court  of  Xew  York,  in  Barto  v.  llimrod,^  said: 
"  It  is  not  denied  that  a  valid  statute  may  be  passed  to  take  effect 
upon  the  happening  of  some  future  event,  certain  or  uncertain. 
But  such  a  statute,  when  it  comes  from  the  hand  of  the  legislature, 
must  be  a  law  in  prwsenti  to  take  effect  t/i  futuro,  .  .  .  The 
event  or  change  of  circumstances  on  which  a  law  may  be  made  to 

M  Harr.  479. 

B  Tliis  case  involved  only  a  local  option  law.  Its  reasoning,  Jowever,  applies, 
and  has  continued  to  be  applied  to  general  laws.  As  to  local  option  laws, 
however,  and  laws  establishing  local  governments  and  equipping  them  with 
adequate  powers,  the  case  may  be  said  to  have*  been  overruled. 

«4  Seld.  483. 
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take  effect  must  be  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  l^islature 
affects  the  question  of  the  expediency  of  the  law;  an  event  on 
which  the  expediency  of  the  law  in  the  judgment  of  the  lawmakers 
depends.  On  this  question  of  expediency  the  legislature  must 
exercise  its  own  judgment  definitely  and  finally.  .  .  .  But  in 
the  present  case  no  such  event  or  change  of  circumstances  affect- 
ing the  expedfency  of  the  law  was  expected  to  happen.  The 
wisdom  or  expediency  of  the  free  school  law,  abstractly  considered, 
did  not  depend  on  a  vote  of  the  people.  If  it  was  unwise  or  in- 
expedient before  that  vote  was  taken,  it  was  equally  so  afterward. 
The  event  on  which  the  act  was  made  to  take  effect  was  nothing 
else  than  the  vote  of  the  people  on  the  identical  question  which 
the  Constitution  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  legislature  itself  to 
decide.  .  .  .  The  government  of  the  State  is  democratic,  and 
it  is  a  representative  democracy,  and  in  passing  general  laws,  the 
people  ilct  only  through  their  representatives  in  the  legislature/'^ 

7\\Tiile,  as  indicated,  direct  legislation  laws  of  a  general  character  have 
at  times  been  held  unconstitutional,  special  r^ferendal,  or  local  option,  Imvs, 
have  been  h«ld  valid,  the  point  being  taken,  among  others,  that  at  the 
time  the  federal  and  state  Constitutions  were  adopted,  measures  of  tliis 
character  were  generally  recognized  as  proper,  and  construed  to  provide  for 
delegation  of  local  governing,  rather  than  legislative,  powers.  Thus  Cooley, 
summing  up  the  argument  upon  this  point,  says :  "  It  has  already  been 
seen  that  the  legislature  cannot  delegate  its  power  to  make  laws;  but 
fundamental  as  this  maxim  is,  it  is  so  qualified  by  the  customs  of  our  race, 
and  by  othcT  maxims  which  regard  local  government,  that  the  right  of 
the  legislature,  in  the  absence  of  authorization  or  prohibition,  to  create  towns 
and  other  inferior  municipal  organizations,  and  to  confer  upon  them  the 
powers  of  local  government,  and  especially  of  local  taxation  and  police  regu- 
lation [liquor  laws,  etc.]  usual  with  such  corporations,  would  pass  unchal- 
lenged. The  legislature  in  these  cases  is  not  regarded  as  delegating  its  au- 
thority, because  the  regulation  of  such  local  affairs  as  are  commonly  left 
to  local  boards  and  officers  is  not  understood  to  belong  properly  to  the 
State,  and  when  it  interferes,  as  sometimes  it  must,  to  restrain  and  control 
the  local  action,  there  should  be  reasons  of  state  policy  or  dangers  of  local 
abuse  to  warrant  the  interposition."  Constitutional  LimitationSy  7th  ed., 
p.  264.  In  the  earlier  cases  (Wales  v.  Belcher,  3  Pick.  508;  Godden  v.  Crump, 
8  Leigh,  120;  Burgess  v.  Pue,  2  Gill,  11)  general  referendal  laws  were 
sustained,  but  since  the  decision  of  the  Delaware  court  in  1847  (Rice  v. 
Foster,  4  Harr.  479)  the  general  practice,  as  indicated  in  the  text,  has 
been  to  hold  them  void  as  a  delegation  of  legislative  power. 
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§  78.  Dorr's  Rebellion. 

Tlie  first  instance  in  which,  the  Federal  Government  was 
called  upon  to  construe  this  guaranty  clause  was  ia  connection 
with  Dorr's  Kebeliion  in  Rhode  Island  in  I84L  The  salient  facts 
of  this  incident  were  these.  The  Constitution  under  which  the 
people  of  Rhode  Island  had  lived  since  the  separation,  from  Eng- 
land provided  for  a  very  limited  suffrage.  With  Ihe  development 
of  more  democratic  ideas  this  condition  o£  affairs  became  very  un- 
satisfactory to  those  who  were  thus  denied  the  right  to  vote.  Nu- 
merous attempts  were  made  to  have  the  Constitution  amended,  but 
these  were  always  defeated  by  the  small  oligarchy  of  legal  voters 
who  did  not  wish  to  share  their  special  privileges  with  others. 
Finally,  in  1841,  mass  meetings  of  the  discontended  were  held,  and, 
without  any  instruction  or  permission  from  the  existing  govern- 
ment, the  citizens  were  directed  to  elect,  by  a  universal  manhood 
suffrage,  delegates  to  a  constitutional  convention.  This  was  done, 
and  at  that  convention  a  Constitution  was  framed  Aat  later  was 
adopted  by  a  clear  majority  of  the  adult  male  residwit  citizens  of 
the  State.  Thereupon,  the  convention,  meeting  again,  declared: 
"  Whereas,  by  return  of  the  votes  upon  the  Constitution,  it  satis- 
factorily appears  that  the  citizens  of  this  State,  in  their  original 
sovereign  capacity,  have  ratified  and  adopted  said  Constitution  by 
a  large  majority ;  and  the  will  of  the  people,  thus  decisively  known, 
ought  to  be  implicitly  obeyed  and  faithfully  executed:  We  do 
therefore  resolve  and  declare  that  said  Constitution  rightfully 
ought  to  be,  and  is,  paramount,  law  and  Constitution  of  the  State 
of  Rhode  Island  and  Providence  Plantations,  and  we  further  re- 
solve and  declare  for  ourselves  and  in  behalf  of  the  people  whom 
we  represent,  that  we  will  establish  said  Constitution  and  sustain 
and  defend  the  same  by  all  necessary  means."  Attempts  were 
made  to  put  into  operation  the  government  provided  for  in  the 
instrument  thus  declared  in  force,  Dorr  being  elected  Governor 
under  it. 

All  of  the  above  acts,  it  will  be  observed,  were  unsanctioned  by 
any  law  of  the  old  de  jure  government.  Upon  an  appeal  being 
made  by  that  government  to  the  Federal  Government  for  aid,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  recognized  that  government  as  the 
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de  jure  govermnent  of  the  State  and  took  steps  to  extend  the  aid 
that  was  req^oealed.  By  .tliis  iederal  execative  action  two  im- 
portant iaclB  w^era  established  with  refereuee  to  the  ^*  guaranty  " 
clanBe  of  the  iederal  Constitution.  The  iirst  of  tliese  was  that, 
according  to  this  clause,  the  Federal  Government  was  obligated  to 
protect  the  several  States  not  only  against  the  attempts  of  foreign 
powers  to  impose  upon  them  governments  not  of  their  own  choos- 
ing,  but  against  revolutionary  action  on  the  part  of  their  own 
citizens.  The  second  was  that  it  was  thus  decided  that  it  is  not 
a  violation  of  the  provision  that  a  state  government  shall  be  re- 
publican in  form  that  it  rests  upon  the  legal  will  of  a  minority  of 
its  adult  male  citizens.  In  effect  it  was  determined  that  the  old 
government  of  Hhode  Island,  being  accepted  as  republican  in  form 
at  the  time  that  the  State  became  a  member  of  the  Union,  it  could 
not  be  changed  by  any  extra-legal  means  against  the  desire  of  those 
who  by  the  old  instrument  were  given  the  sole  power  of  expressing 
the  legal  will  of  the  State.  This  last  clause  *^  against  the  desire 
a£  those  wdio  by  the  (dd  instrument  were  given  the  sole  power  of 
expr^sing  the  legal  will  of  the  State,"  is  advisedly  added,  for,  as 
repeated  instanoes  have  shown,  the  Federal  Government  has  not 
felt  itself  obligated  under  the  guaranty  clause  to  see  tc  it  that  none 
of  the  ^tate  Constitutions  are  ever  amended  or  replaced  by  new 
instruments  except  in  strict  accordance  with  the  provisions  gov- 
erning constitutional  changes  existing  at  the  time  the  changes  are 
made.  AMien  such  changes,  even  though  brought  about  in  a  man- 
ner not  formally  constitutional,  have  been  accepted  as  valid  by  the 
old  governments,  the  Federal  Government  has  not  felt  itself  obli- 
gated to  interfere.  But  when,  as  was  the  case  in  Eliode  Island, 
the  revolutionary  change  is  resisted  by  those  exercising  authority 
under  the  old  instrument  of  government,  the  Federal  Government, 
upon  appeal  to  it  for  assistance,  will  almost  surely  consider  itself 
called  upon  to  recognize  and  support  the  old  government. 
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§  79.  Luther  v.  Borden. 

The  case  of  Luther  v.  Borden,®  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  1845,  arose  out  of  Dorr's  Rebellion.  Borden,  acting  under 
authority  of  the  old  government  of  Rhode  Island,  had  broken  into 
the  house  of  Luther,  who  was  at  the  time  engaged  in  an  attempt  to 
establish  the  new  government  provided  for  by  the  Constitution 
that  had  been  adopted  in  the  popular,  extra-constitutional  manner 
spoken  of  above.  Upon  being  sued  in  trespass  by  Luther,  Borden 
justified  himself  by  the  plea  that  he  was  acting  under  the  authority 
of  the  legal  government  of  the  State.  Luther,  upon  his  side,  de- 
nied the  de  jure  character  of  that  government,  and,  therefore,  its 
l^al  competence  to  empower  Borden  to  exercise  the  authority  he 
had  exercised. 

Upon  behalf  of  Luther  it  was  argued  "  that,  by  the  fundamental 
principle  of  government  and  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  people  ac- 
knowledged and  acted  upon  in  the  United  States,  and  the  several 
States  thereof,  at  least  ever  since  the  Declaration  of  Independence 
in  1776,  the  Constitution  and  frame  of  government  prepared, 
adopted,  and  established  as  above  set  forth,  was,  and  became 
thereby,  the  supreme  fundamental  law  of  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island,  and  was  in  full  force  and  effect,  as  such,  when  the  tres- 
pass alleged  in  the  plaintiff's  writ  was  committed  by  the  defend- 
ants. That  this  conclusion  also  follows  from  one  of  the  foregoing 
fundamental  principles  of  the  American  system  of  government, 
which  is,  that  government  is  instituted  by  the  people,  and  for  the 
benefit,  protection  and  security  of  the  people,  nation,  or  com- 
munity. And  that  when  any  government  shall  be  found  inade- 
quate or  contrary  to  these  purposes,  a  majority  of  the  community 
hath  an  indubitable,  inalienable  right  to  reform,  alter,  abolish  the 
same,  in  such  a  manner  as  shall  be  judged  most  conducive  to 

the  public  weal."® 

■  * 

8  7  How.  1 ;  12  L.  ed.  581. 

» In  support  of  this  position,  the  foHowing  propositions  were  urged : 

1.  "That  the  sovereignty  of  the  people  is  supreme,  and  may  act  in  forming- 
government  without  the  assent  of  the  existing  government. 

2.  That  the  people  are  the  sole  judges  of  the  form  of  government  bc«t 
calculated  to  promote  their  safety  and  happiness. 
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In  behalf  of  Borden,  the  defendant  in  error,  Daniel  Webster, 
"who  was  one  of  the  counsel,  argued  that,  granting  that  the  people 
are  the  source  of  political  power,  the  American  principle  is  that 
they  can  exercise  this  power  only  through  their  constituted  repre- 
sentatives, and  through  the  votes  of  properly  qualified  electors. 
''  The  right  to  choose  a  representative,"  he  declared,  "  is  every 
man's  portion  of  sovereign  power.  Suffrage  is  a  delegation  of 
political  power  to  some  individual.  Hence  the  right  must  be 
guarded  and  protected  against  force  or  fraud.  That  is  one  prin- 
ciple. Another  is,  that  the  qualification  which  entitles  a  man  to 
vote  must  be  prescribed  by  previous  laws,  directing  how  it  is  to  be 
exercised  and  also  that  the  resiults  shall  be  certified  to  some  central 
power  so  that  the  vote  may  tell.  We  know  no  other  principle.  If 
you  go  beyond  these,  you  go  wide  of  the  American  track.  .  .  . 
Our  American  mode  of  government  does  not  draw  any  power  from 
tumultuous  assemblages." 

The  question  as  to  which  of  the  two  governments  was  at  that 
time  the  legal  government  of  the  State  thus  seemed  squarely  pre- 
sented to  the  court.  That  tribunal,  however,  did  not  feel  itself 
obliged  to  pass  upon  the  point,  holding  that  the  power  to  deter- 
mine such  a  matter  had  been  given  by  the  Constitution  to  Con- 
gress, and  by  that  body  had  been  handed  over,  to  the  extent  at 
least  of  determining  when  the  Federal  Government  should  inter- 

3.  That  as  the  sovereign  power,  they  have  the  right  to  adopt  such  form  of 
government. 

4.  That  the  right  to  adopt  necessarily  includes  the  right  to  aholish,  to 
reform,  and  to  alter  any  existing  form  of  government,  and  to  substitute 
in  its  stead  any  other  that  they  may  judge  better  adapted  to  the  purposes 
intended. 

5.  That  if  such  a  right  exists  at  all,  it  exists  in  the  States  under  the 
Union  not  as  a  right  of  force,  but  a  right  of  sovereignty,  and  that  these 
who  oppose  its  peaceful  exercise^  and  not  those  who  support  it,  are  culpable.^ 

6.  That  the  exercise  of  this  right,  which  is  a  right  original,  sovereign, 
and  supreme,  and  not  derived  from  any  other  human  authority,  may  be, 
and  must  be,  effected  in  such  a  way  and  manner  as  the  people  may  for 
themselves  determine. 

7.  And  more  especially  is  this  true  in  the  case  of  the  then  subsisting  govern- 
nrieut  of  Rhode  Island,  which  derived  no  power  from  the  charter  or  from 
the  people  to  alter  or  amend  the  frame  of  government,  or  to  change  the 
basis  of  representation,  or  even  to  propose  initiatory  measures  to  that  end." 
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fere,  to  the  President.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  PreBidBnt  iad 
j^ecognized  the  legality  of  the  old  government  and  the  propriety 
of  this  decision  the  court  declared  it  could  not  considfir.^^ 

"After  the  President  has  acted,  and  has  called  out  the  militia,'' 
continued  the  court,  **  is  a  circuit  court  of  the  L'nited  States  au- 
thorized to  inquire  whether  his  decision  was  right?  Could  the 
court,  while  the  partis  were  actually  c*ontending  in  arms  for  the 
j)Osse8sion  of  the  government,  call  witnesses  before  it  and  jnquire 
which  party  represented  a  majority  of  the  people  ?  If  it  could, 
then  it  would  become  the  duty  of  the  court  (provided  it  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  President  had  decided  incorrectly)  to  dis- 
charge those  who  "vvere  arrested  or  detained  by  the  troops  in  the 
eervice  of  the  United  States  or  the  government  which  the  Presi- 
dent is  endeavoring  to  maintain.  If  the  judicial  power  extends 
so  far,  the  guarantee  contained  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  is  a  guarantee  of  anarchy,  and  not  of  order.  Yet  if  this 
right  does  not  reside  in  the  courts  when  the  conJiot  is  raging,  if 
the  judicial  is  at  that  time  bound  to  follow  the  decision  of  the 
political,  it  must  be  equally  bound  when  the  contest  is  over.     It 

10 "Under  this  article  of  the  Constitution."  said  the  cnurt,  speaking  through 
Taney,  C.  J.,  "  it  rests  with  Congress  to  decide  what  government  is  the 
established  one  in  tlw^  State.  For  as  the  United  States  guarantees  to  each 
State  a  republican  government,  Congress  must  necessarily  decide  what  govern- 
ment is  established  in  the  State  before  it  can  be  determined  whether  it  is 
republican  or  not.  And  when  the  Senators  and  Representatives  of  a  State 
are  admitted  into  the  councils  of  the  Union,  the  authority  of  the  government 
under  which  they  are  appointed,  as  well  as  its  republican  character,  is 
recognized  by  the  proper  constitutional  authority.  And  its  deeision  is  bind- 
ing on  every  other  department  of  the  government,  and  could  not  be  questioned 
in  a  judicial  tribunal.  .  .  .  So,  too,  as  relates  to  the  clause  in  the  above- 
mentioned  article  of  the  Constitution,  providing  for  cases  of  domestic  violence. 
It  rested  with  Congress,  too,  to  determine  upon  the  means  proper  to  be 
adopted  to  fulfil  this  guarantee.  They  might,  if  they  had  deemed  it  most 
advisable  to  do  so,  have  placed  it  in  the  power  of  a  court  to  decide  when 
the  contingency  had  happened  which  required  the  Federal  Government  to 
interfere.  But  Congress  thought  otherwise.  ...  By  this  act  (Feb.  28,  1795) 
the  power  of  deciding  whether  the  exigency  had  arisen  upon  which  the 
government  of  tlie  United  States  is  bound  to  interfere,  is  given  to  the 
President.  .  .  .  And  the  President  must,  of  necessity,  decide  which  is 
the  government,  and  which  party  is  unlawfully  arrayed  against  it,  before 
he  can  j)erform  the  duty  impcsed  upon  him  by  act  of  Congress." 


I 
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eaimot,  ^Pi^en  peace  w  restored,  punish  as  offenses  and  crimes  Ae 
acts  wkieh  it  before  recognised,  and  was  Inland  to  recognize,  as 
iawfuL^  As  to  the  point  that  a  discretionary  power  thus  placed 
in  tlie  hmds  of  the  President  might  be  abused,  the  court  said: 
^  All  power  va«y  be  abused  if  placed  in  unworthy  hands.  But  it 
w<mld  be  difficult  to  point  out  any  other  hands  in  which  this 
pow9  would  be  more  safe,  and  at  the  same  time  equally  effectual. 
.  •  «  At  all  eiFents,  it  is  conferred  upon  him  by  the  Constitution 
ami  IswB  «f  the  United  States,  and  must  therefore  be  respected, 
and  enfened  in  its  judicial  tribunals*^ 

.  Ab  loguds  the  point  that  had  been  raised  that  by  the  declaration 
e£  martial  law  and  the  use  of  military  force,  the  old  government 
of  Rhode  laland  had  ceased  to  be  a  republican  one,  the  court  said : 
**  UnqvmdimaUT  a  military  government,  eBtablished  as  the  per- 
Tiiient  giyvemmeBt  of  the  State,  would  not  be  a  republican  govern- 
ment,  and  it  woidd  be  the  duty  of  CongreM  to  o%^erthrow  it.  But 
the  law  of  Rhode  Island  contemplated  no  such  government  It 
vas  intended  merely  for  the  CTLsis,  and  to  meet  the  peril  in  which 
the  existing  government  waa  pSaeed  by  the  armed  resistance  to  its 
authority.  It  wai  so  vnderBtood  and  constmed  by  the  state  au- 
tharitiea.  And^  nqnestionaUy,  a  State  may  use  its  military 
authority  to  pnt  down  jm  armed  imrarreetion,  too  strong  to  be  con- 
trcdled  by  the  civii  authority.  The  power  is  esaential  to  the  ex« 
iateaee  of  every  govemnettt,  cgMntial  to  the  prawrvation  of  order 
and  free  inatitotkniSy  and  is  aa  neeenarj  to  the  Stataa  of  tfaia 
\  Union  as  to  any  other  gv^emment.'''^ 


\ 


\ 


i 


g  aa.  Tiie  ReoQBstmction  of  Soutfaem  Ststea  after  the  Gvil  War. 

Acting  tmder  the  authority  assumed  to  be  given  it  by  the  guar- 
anty clause,  Congress,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Civil  War,  assumed 
an  almost  complete  control  over  the  reconstruction  of  governments 
in  Aoee  Stetes.  There  can  "be  no  question,  however,  but  that  in 
doing  so  an  interpretation  was  given  to  that  clause  which  it  is 
dificalt  to  3««tify.     Practical  exigencies  may  have  necessitated 

u  For  a  f uDer  discussion  of  martial  law,  and  its  limitations^  see  poet^ 

11 
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the  federal  authority  that  was  Qxercised,  but  that  violence  was 
done  to  the  meaning  of  thi&  clause  must  be  admitted.  A  fair  in- 
terpretation of  this  clause  would  have  given  to  the  Federal  Grov- 
ernment  at  the  most  nothing  more  than  the  right  to  assist  the  citi- 
zens of  the  several  States  in  establishing  and  maintaining  govern- 
ments republican  in  form  and  loyal  to  the  Union.  When  this 
clause  was  discussed  in  the  Constitutional  Convention  of  1787  it 
was  explained  by  one  member  that  its  object  was  "merely  to 
secure  the  States  against  dangerous  commotions,  insurrections, 
and  rebellions;"  and  Madison,  writing  in  The  Federalist,  said: 
"  It  may  possibly  be  asked  what  need  there  could  be  for  such  a 
precaution,  and  whether  it  may  not  become  a  pretext  for  altera- 
tion in  the  state  governments  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
States  themselves.  These  questions  admit  of  ready  answers.  If 
the  interposition  of  the  General  Government  should  not  be  needed, 
the  provision  for  such  an  event  will  be  a  harmless  superfluity  only 
in  the  Constitution.  But  who  can  say  what  experiments  may  be 
produced  by  the  caprice  of  particular  States,  by  the  ambition  of 
enterprising  leaders,  or  by  the  intrigues  and  influence  of  foreign 
powers  ?  To  the  second  question  it  may  be  answered,  that  if  the 
General  Government  should  interpose  by  virtue  of  this  constitu- 
tional authority,  it  will  of  course  be  bound  to  pursue  the  au- 
thority. But  the  authority  extends  no  further  than  a  guaranty 
of  a  republican  form  of  government,  which  supposes  a  pre-existing 
government  of  the  form  which  is  to  be  guaranteed.  As  long, 
therefore,  as  the  existing  republican  forms  are  continued  by  the 
States,  they  are  guaranteed  by  the  federal  Constitution.  When- 
ever the  States  may  choose  to  jsubstitute  other  republican  forms, 
they  have  a  right  to  do  so,  and  to  claim  the  federal  guaranty  for 
the  latter.  The  only  restriction  imposed  on  them  is,  that  they 
shall  not  exchange  republican  for  anti-republica^  Constitutions ; 
a  restriction  which,  it  is  presumed,  will  hardly  be  considered  aa 
a  grievance."  n^  . 

Instead,  however,  of  guaranteeing  existing  governments  in  the 
Southern  States,  or  of  assisting  their  citizens  in  establishing  re- 
publican governments,  the  Federal  Government,  in  pursuance  of 
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the  various  Keconstruction  Acts  passed  by  Congress,  went  on 
itfielf  to  assume  the  practical  control  of  the  establishment  of  new 
governments;  and  these  governments  it  termed  republican  in 
form,  though  they  were  imposed  upon  the  States  against  the  will 
of  the  great  bulk  of  their  citizens,  and  were  maintained  in  exist- 
ence by  the  support  that  the  federal  bayonet  was  able  to  give  them. 
Furthermore,  Congress  even  then  refused  to  admit  the  States  to 
a  full  enjoyment  of  constitutional  rights  until  they  had  amended 
their  Constitutions  in  certain  specific  ways,  and  ratified  the 
Fourteenth  and  Fifteenth  Amendments  to  the  federal  Constitu- 
tion. In  so  doing,  not  only  was  violence  done  to  the  guaranty 
clause,  but  the  States  in  question  were  deprived  of  that  equality 
with  the  other  States  of  the  Union  to  which  they  were  constitu- 
tionally entitled. 

In  an  earlier  chapter  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  in  ihe  famous 
case  of  Texas  v.  White'*  the  Supreme  Court  construed  the  "  guar- 
anty "  clause  of  the  United  States  Constitution  to  authorize  Con- 
gress to  establish  and  maintain  governments  in  those  States  which 
had  attempted  secession  from  the  Union.  It  will  be  remembered, 
however,  that  in  that  case  the  court  did  not  feel  itself  called  upon 
to  pass  upon  the  constitutionality  of  any  of  the  particular  pro- 
visions of  the  Reconstruction  Acts  which  were  enacted  by  Congress 
in  the  exercise  of  that  power,  but  was  content  with  satisfying 
itself  that  the  government  which  had  been  established  and  had 
been  in  actual  operation,  had  been  recognized  by  Congress,  and 
was,  as  such,  comj>etent  to  bring  suit  in  behalf  of  the  State  of 
Texas,  which,  it  was  declared,  had  never  been,  despite  its  ordi- 
oiance  of  secession,  out  of  the  Union.'® 

In  White  v.  Hart'*  an  attempt  was  made  to  have  the  Supreme 
Court  hold  void  certain  provisions  of  the  reconstruction  Constitu- 
tion of  Georgia  on  the  ground  that  the  Constitution  had  been 
adopted  under  the  dictation  and  coercion  of  Congress,  and  was 
not  thus,  in  reality,  the  act  of  the  State.  The  Supreme  Court  re- 
plied :  "  Congress  authorized  the  State  to  frame  a  new  Constitu- 
^  ■  ^— ^—  ■ 

1*  7  WaU.  700 ;  19  L.  ed.  227. 

13  See  ante,  p.  85. 

u  13  W«n.  646 ;  20  L.  ed.  685. 
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tiou^  and  she  elected  to  proceed  within  the  ficope  of  the  authoi 
conferred.    The  result  was  submitted  to  Congress  as  a  vohMutai^--^^* 
and  valid  offering,  and  was  so  received  and  so  recognized  in 
fiubsequent  action  of  that  body.     The  State  is  estopped  %q 
it  upon  such  an  assumption.     Upon  the  same  grounds  she  _  ^ 
deny  the  validity  of  her  ratification  of  the  constitutional  amentS:^-^ 
ments.    The  action  of  Congress  upon  the- subject  cannot  be  inr^^-^ 
quired  inio.     The  case  is  clearly  one  in  which  the  judicial  '  ^      ^ 
bound  to  follow  the  action  of  the  political  department."    In 
the  court  held  that  whether  or  not  Congress  was  justified  in 
quiring  of  the  State  that,  as  a  condition  to  her  again  enjoyi 
representation  in  Congress,  she  should  adopt  a  Comtitution  con—- 
taining  certain  provisions,  the  State  had  yielded  and  adopted 
Constitution  as  required.     It  was  therefore  her  act,  and  its  pre- 
visions were  valid  as  such.    Had  she  continued  to  refuse  to 
to  the  conditions  imposed  by  Congress,  it  might  ultimately  have 
been  necessary  to  decide  whether  those  conditions  were  coBfititu- 
tionally  requirable.    But  having  yielded  to  them,  the  court  very 
properly  held  that  it  could  not  examine  into  the  motives  or  cir- 
cumstances which  Jed  the  State  to  do  ao. 

§  81.  Restricted  Suffrage  Compatible  with  Republic  Form  of 
CfOvertimeirt. 

In  Minor  v.  Happersett^  the  point  was  raised  that  a  £tate  gov- 
ernment is  not  republican  in  form  in  which  adult  women  are  not 
permitted  to  vote.  As  to  this  the  court  said:  "  The  guaranty  is 
of  a  republican  form  of  government,  ^o  particular  government 
IS  designated  as  republican,  neither  is  the  exact  form  to  be  guaran- 
teed, in  any  manner  especially  designated.  Here,  as  in  other 
parts  of  the  instrument,  we  are  compelled  to  resort  elsewhere  to 
ascertain  what  was  intended.  The  guaranty  i^ecessarily  implies 
a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  States  themselves  to  provide  such  a  gov- 
ernment. All  the  States  had  governments  when  the  Constitution 
was  adopted.  In  all  the  people  participated  to  some  extent, 
fiiroTigh  their  representatives  elected  in  the  manner  specially  pro- 

15  21  Wan.  162;  22  L.  ed.  627. 
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rOtd.  Iheme  gc^eramente  the  Constitution  did  not  change.  Tbcj 
were  aceepled  precwelj  as  tiiey  were,  and  it  is,  therefore,  to  be 
presaiDfid  that  tiiej  were  such  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  State?  1» 
provide.  Thus  we  have  unmistakable  evidence  of  what^was  re* 
pabtiean  in  form,  within  the  meanii^  of  that  term  as  employed 
in  the  Cmutitution.  As  has  been  seen  [in  the  argument  tint  has 
gone  befpre},  all  the  citizens  of  the  States  were  not  invested  with 
the  right  of  snffn^.  In  all,  save  perhaps  New  Jersey,  this  right 
wa»  only  bestowed  upon  men  and  not  upon  all  of  them.  Tinder 
these  ciieumstaneee  it  is  eertnmlj  now  too  late  to  contend  that  a 
go^emwaeut  is  not  republican,  within  the  meaning  of  this  gnar- 
anty  in  the  Constitution,  because  women  are  not  made  roters.'** 

Precedents  have  established  the  prineiple  that  where  there  is  a 
dispute  in  a  State  as  to  the  de  jure  character  of  a  particular  organ 
of  its  government,  as,  for  example,  aa  to  which  of  two  individuals 
has  been  elected  as  chief  executive,  or  which  of  two  courts  or 
legislatures  is  entitled  to  authorit}',  the  Federal  Government  will 
not  ordinarily  rnterfere,  being  governed  by  the  principle  that  eacA 
state  government  has  a  tribunal  for  the  decision  of  such  contests, 
and  that  the  Gfeneral  Government  will  consider  itself  bound  by 
the  decision  which  that  tribunal  renders,  just  as  the  federal  courts 
hold  themselves  bound  by  the  decisions  of  the  state  courts  as  to 
the  existence  and,  in  general,  the  interpretation  of  their  respective 
state  statutes."^ 

In  two  classes  of  cases,  however,  the  Federal  Government  exer- 
cises the  right  to  decide  which  of  two  contesting  state  officials  or 
organs  is  to  be  recognized  as  the  de  jure  authority^  The  first  of 
these  includes  those  cases  in  which  a  decision  becomes  necessary 
fn  order  to  determine  a  matter  of  direct  federal  concern.  Thus, 
for  example,  when  each  of  two  contesting  state  lei^islatures  select 
and  send  senators  to  Congress,  it  is  necessary  for  the  United  States 
Senate  to  decide  which  of  the  two  electing  bodies  is  endowed  with 
the  authority  to  act  on  that  behalf  for  the  State.     So,  also,  as  in 

i^In  this  ease  was  also  negatived  the  assertion  that  to  deny  women  the 
suffrage  18  to  deprive  them  of  a  right  gua ranted  to  them  by  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

n  See  poaty  Chapter  LII. 
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the  case  of  Dorr's  Rebellion,  where  federal  aid  is  needed  to  sup- 
press domestic  disorder,  it  is  necessary  for  the  President  or  Con- 
gress to  determine  which  goverimient,  claiming  authority,  it  will 
recognize. 

The  second  class  of  cases  in  which  the  Federal  Government, 
through  its  Supreme  Court,  will  assume  jurisdiction  where  there 
is  dispute  between  parties  as  to  who  is  entitled  to  a  state  office, 
include  those  in  which  there  is  a  question  whether  the  state  laws, 
as  applied  by  the  state  authorities,  have  violated  that  provision 
of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  which  declares  that  no  State  '^  shall 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law,"  or  have  violated  the  tenth  section  of  Article  One 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares  that  no 
State  shall  pass  a  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract 

§  82.  Public  Office  not  a  Property  or  Contract  Right 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  held  in  an  un- 
qualified manner,  that  as  between  a  State  and  an  office-holder, 
there  is  no  contract  right  possessed  by  the  latter  either  to  the 
office  or  to  the  salary  attached  to  it,  and  that,  therefore,  in  the 
absence  of  express  constitutional  provision  otherwise,  his  removal 
from  office  or  the  abolishment  of  the  office  itself  gives  to  him  no 
cause  of  action  against  the  State.  Thus  in  Butler  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania^® after  defining  vested  private  rights  of  property,  the  court 
said :  "  The  contracts  designed  to  be  protected  by  the  tenth  sec- 
tion of  the  first  article  of  that  instrument  are  contracts  by  which 
perfect  rights,  certain  definite,  fixed,  private  rights  of  property, 
are  vested.  These  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  measures  or 
engagements  adopted  or  undertaken  by  the  body  politic  or  state 
government  for  tlie  benefit  of  all,  and  from  the  necessity  of  the 
case,  and  according  to  universal  understanding,  to  be  varied  or 
discontinued  as  the  public  shall  require.  The  selection  of  officers, 
who  are  nothing  more  than  agents  for  the  eflFectuating  of  public 
purposes,  is  matter  of  public  convenience  or  necessity,  and  so,  too, 
are  the  periods  for  the  appointment  of  such  agents ;  but  neither 

18  10  How.  402;  13  L,  ed.  472. 
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the  one  nor  the  other  of  these  arrangements  can  constitute  any 
obligation  to  continue  such  agents,  or  to  reappoint  them,  after  the 
measures  which  brought  them  into  being  shall  have  been  found 
lEseless,  shall  have  been  fulfilled,  or  shall  have  been  abrogated  as 
even  detrimental  to  the  well-being  of  the  public.  The  promised 
compensation  for  services  actually  performed  and  accepted,  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  particular  agency,  may  undoubtedly  be 
claimed,  both  upon  principle  of  compact  and  of  equity;  but  to 
insist  beyond  this  on  the  perpetuation  of  a  public  policy  either 
useless  or  detrimental,  and  upon  a  reward  for  acts  neither  desired 
nor  promised,  would  appear  to  be  neither  reconcilable  with  natural 
justice  nor  with  common  sense.  The  establishment  of  such  a 
principle  would  arrest  necessarily  everything  like  progress  or  im- 
provement in  government ;  or  if  changes  would  be  ventured  upon, 
the  government  would  have  to  become  one  great  pension  establish- 
ment on  which  to  quarter  a  host  of  sinecures.  It  would  especially 
be  difficult,  if  not  impracticable,  in  this  view,  ever  to  remodel  the 
organic  law  of  a  State,  as  constitutional  ordinances  must  be  of 
higher  order  and  more  immutable  than  common  legislative  enact- 
ments, and  there  could  not  exist  conflicting  constitutional  ordi- 
nances under  one  and  the  same  system.  It  follows,  then,  upon 
principle,  that,  in  every  perfect  and  competent  government,  there 
must  exist  a  general  power  to  enact  and  to  repeal  laws;  and  to 
create,  and  change  or  discontinue,  the  agents  designated  for  the 
preservation  of  the  body  politic,  and  for  the  safety  of  the  indi- 
viduals of  the  community.  It  is  true  that  this  power  or  the  ex 
tent  of  its  exercise  may  be  controlled  by  higher  organic  law  or  the 
Constitution  of  the  State,  as  is  the  case  in  some  instances  in  the 
state  Constitutions,  and  is  exemplified  in  the  provision  of  the  fed- 
eral Constitution  relied  on  in  this  case  by  the  plaintiflFs  in  error, 
and  in  some  other  clauses  of  the  same  instrument ;  but  where  no 
such  restriction  is  imposed,  the  power  must  rest  in  the  discretion 
of  the  government  alone." 

Again,  sunmiing  up  the  law  on  this  subject,  the  Supreme  Court 

in  Taylor  v.  Beckham^®  say:   "  The  decisions  are  numerous  to  the 

I  ■ 

»178  U.  S.  548;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  890;  44  L.  ed.   1187. 
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effect  tliat  public  offices  are  mere  agencies  or  trusts,  and  not  prop- 
erty  aB  such*  Nor  are  the  salary  and  enaolumentB  property  secured 
by  contract,  but  compensation  for  services  actually  rendered,  ^or 
does  the  fact  that  a  constitution  may  forbid  the  l^islature  from 
abolishing  a  public  oiHce  or  diminishing  the  salary  thereof  during 
the  term  of  the  incumbent,  cliange  its  character  or  make  it  prop- 
erty* True,  the  restrictions  limit  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
deal  with  the  office,  but  even  such  restrictions  may  be  rensoved  by 
constitutional  amendment.  In  short,  generally  speakings  the 
nature  of  the  relation  of  a  public  officer  to  the  pubHc  is  incon- 
sistent either  with  a  property  or  contract  right."  ^^ 

§  83.  Suits  between  Two  or  More  Claimants  to  State  OflSce, 

When  the  dispute  is  not  one  between  the  State  aiui  one  of  its 
officers,  but  between  two  individuals  each  daiming^  the  office  and 
its  emoluments, —  when,  in  other  words,  the  office  itself  is  not  dis- 
turbed nor  the  salary  changed,  the  question  is  a  diflFerent  onfc 
Tlien,  it  would  seem,  the  office  has  often  to  be  treated  as  a  pieee 
of  property  of  which  the  owner  may  not  be  deprived  without  due 
process  of  law  even  by  the  State  itself.  In  Kennard  ▼.  Louisiana^^ 
an  action  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  was  brought  against  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  a  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Stale, 
by  a  Mr.  Morgan,  and  the  decision  of  the  Louisiana  courts  was 
in  his  favor.  Thereupon  Kennard  took  an  appeal  to  the  •Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  upon  the  ground  that,  through  her 
judiciary,  the  State  had  deprived  him  of  his  office  without  that 
due  process  of  law  which  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  secured  to 

20  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  where  a  State  in  a  fiscal  capacity 
enters  into  contracts  with  privHte  persons  for  services  to  be  reDdered  or 
materials  to  be  furnished,  it  is  to  be  regarded  pro  kan  vice  as  a  private 
person  and  as  bound  accordingly.  "  Wlien  a  State  becomes  a  party  to  a 
contract  as  in  the  case  before  us,  the  same  rules  of  law  are  applied  to 
)rer  as  to  private  persons  under  like  circumstances.  When  she  or  her 
representatives  are  properly  brought  into  the  forum  of  UtigatioB,  neither 
.«he  nor  they  can  assert  any  right  or  immunity  as  incident  to  her  political 
sovereignty."  Davis  v.  Gray  (16  Wall.  203;  21  L.  cd.  447).  See  also 
Curran  v.  Arkansas  (15  How.  304;  14  L.  ed.  705). 
'  ft  92  U.  S.  480;  23  L.  ed.  478. 
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hifli.  In  ha  cpiskn  the  Snprmne  Coxtrt  of  the  Uni-ted  States 
aayr  ^^  The  qoeatiai  before  r»  is,  not  whether  the  courts  below^ 
having  jurisdictioii  of  die  case  and  the  parties^  haTe  followed  the 
laWy  but  whetker  the  knr,  if  £oUawe<l^  would  baire  fumkrhed  Ken- 
nard  the  poroteetum  gsaranteed  by  the  C^Htstkntion.  Irregnlari- 
Ues  and  mere  errors  in  the  proceedings  can  only  be  forrected  in 
tbe  state  courts.  Our  authority  dees  not  extend  bejond  an  ex- 
aiuiiiart:ion  oi  tk»  power  of  the  courts  bc^ow  to  proceed  at  all." 
And,  directing  its  examination  to  this  point,  the  court  found  that 
in  fact  due  jn'ocess  of  law  had  been  provideil  in.  the  trial^  of  his 
r^ht  to  office  which  he  claimed.  In  thns  assmmng  jurisdiction 
of  the  ease^  and  in  examining  as  to  whether  in  fatrt  due  process 
of  law  had  been  had,  it  is  apparent  that  the  Supreme  Court  mu^t 
have  held  that  Hoe  right  to  the  ofBce  in  question  was  a  property 
right  within  the  terms  of  the  provision  of  the  Fourteenth  Aniend- 
ment  which  declares  that  no  State  shall  deprive  a  person  of  life, 
liberty >  or  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Again,  in  Foster  r.  Kansas,^  the  federal  court  assumod  juris- 
diction in  a  case  where  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  had  ousted 
the  plaintiff  in  error  from  ofEce,  the  court  in  its  opinion  saying : 
'^As  the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  ^▼as 
directly  raised  by  the  defendant,  and  decided  against  him  by  the 
court,  we  have  jurisdiction  and  the  motion  to  dismiss  must  be 
overruled ;"  thus  affirming  the  decision  of  the  state  court  on  the 
groond  that  the  proceeding  showed  due  process  of  law. 

In  Boyd  v.  Xebraska*'  the  state  supreme  court  had  ousted  Boyd 
from  the  ofiiee  of  governor  and  installed  Thayer  therein.  On 
error  to  the  federal  Supreme  Court,  the  judgment  of  the  state 
Supreme  Court  was  reversed,  Thayer  ousted,  and  Boyd  reinstated 
as  governor  of  the  State,  the  ground  for  this  action  lieing  that 
in  the  proceedings  by  which  Boyd  had  been  originally  ousted, 
the  state  court  had  incorrectly  decided  that  he  was  not  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  and  therefore  disqualified  for  office.  In  its 
opinion,  the  court  say:  ^^As  the  allegation  [of  citizenship]  .  .  . 
sets  up  a  right  and  privilege  claimed  under  the  Taws  of  the  United 

23  112  U.  S.  205;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Eep,  8;  28  L.  ed.  9m. 
»  143  U.  S.  135;   12  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  375;  36  L.  ed.  103. 
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States,  this  court  must  determine  for  itself  the  question 
ciency  of  this  allegation,  and  is  nol  concluded  by  the  view  tal^^ 
of  that  question  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska."    The  sta        . , 
ment  that  a  federal  right  or  privilege  was  here  claimed,  wou    ^ 
not  seem  to  be  correct.     No  right  or  privilege  attached  to,  C^^ 
growing  out  of  federal  citizenship  was  claimed.     The  judgmei^^"^ 
of  the  state  court  should  have  been  affirmed  irrespective  of  th»   ^ 
fact  whether  or  not  in  truth  Boyd  was  a  citizen  of  the  TJniteC^^^^ 
States.^* 

In  Wilson  v.  North  Carolina^  the  Supreme  Court  of 
United  States  was  again  called  upon  to  determine  whether  the 
plaintiff  in  error  had,  by  being  ousted  from  office,  been  deprived 
of  property  without  due  process  of  law.  In  its  opinion  the  court 
again  affirm  the  doctrine  that  "  the  procedure  provided  by  a  valid 
state  law  for  the  purpose  of  changing  the  incumbent  of  a  state 

24  In  an  emphatic  dissenting  opinion  Justice  Field  said:  "I  dissent  from 
the  judgment  just  rendered.  I  do  not  think  that  this  court  has  any  juris- 
diction to  determine  a  disputed  question  as  to  the  right  to  the  governorship 
of  a  State,  however  that  question  may  be  decided  by  its  authorities.  .  .  . 
The  fact  that  one  of  the  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  State  for  its  officers 
can  only  be  ascertained  and  established  by  considering  the  provisions  of  the 
law  of  the  United  States  in  no  way  authorizes  an  interference  by  the 
General  Government  with  the  state  action.  Because  an  officer  of  a  State 
must  [according  to  the  Constitution  or  statutes  of  that  State]  be  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  tribunals  of  the  United 
States  can  alone  determine  that  fact,  and  that  the  decision  of  the  State 
in  respect  to  it  can  be  supervised  and  controlled  by  the  federal  authori- 
ties. .  .  .  The  office  of  sheriff  was  not  a  right  or  privilege  claimed  under  a 
law  of  the  United  States,  but  was  a  right  or  privilege  claimed  by  the 
election  under  the  laws  of  Missouri.  The  mere  fact  that  it  was  necessary 
that  the  incumbent  of  the  office  should  also  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
did  not  of  itself  give  him  a  right  to  that  office.  .  .  %  My  objection  to  the 
decision  is  not  diminished  by  the  fact  that  there  is  no  power  in  this  court 
to  enforce  its  decision  upon  the  State  of  Nebraska  should  resistance  be  made 
to  it.  Should  the  incumbent  declared  by  this  court  not  to  be  entitled  to 
the  office  refuse  to  surrender  it  and  the  state  authorities  should  stand  by 
him  in  such  refusal,  what  could  be  done  about  it?  .  .  .If  the  right  of  this 
court  to  interfere  in  this  case  can  be  sustained,  every  candidate  for  office 
alleging  that  the  successful  party  has  not  some  qualification  prescribed  by 
statute,  which  can  only  be  defined  by  reference  to  a  federal  law,  w:ill  claim  a 
right  to  invoke  the  interference  of  the  federal  judiciary  to  determine  whether 
he  ought  or  not  to  have  been  declared  elected." 

«  169  U.  S.  586;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  435;  42  L.  ed.  866. 
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office  will  not  in  general  involve  any  question  for  review  by  this 
court.  A  law  of  that  kind  does  but  provide  for  the  carrying  out 
and  enforcement  of  a  policy  of  a  State  with  reference  to  its  politi- 
cal and  internal  administration,  and  a  decision  of  the  state  court 
in  r^ard  to  its  construction  and  validity  will  generally  be  con- 
clusive here.  The  facts  would  have  to  be  most  rare  and  excep- 
tional which  would  give  rise  in  a  case  of  this  nature  to  a  federal 
question.'^ 

§  84.  Taylor  v.  Beckham. 

The  latest  case  upon  the  point  under  consideration  is  that  of 
Taylor  v.  Beckham,^  decided  in  1900.  This  case  arose  out  of  the 
following  facts.  At  a  general  election  held  in  November,  1899, 
in  Kentucky,  William  Goebel  and  J,  C.  W.  Beckham  were  the 
democratic  nominees  for  the  offices  of  governor  and  lieutenant- 
governor  respectively,  and  William  S.  Taylor  and  John  Marshall 
were  the  republican  candidates.  The  state  board  of  election  com- 
missioners whose  duty  it  was  to  canvass  the  returns,  determined 
that  Taylor  and  Marshall  were  elected,  and  they  were  thereupon 
inducted  into  office.  Goebel  and  Beckham  contested  the  election 
upon  various  grounds,  boards  of  contest  were  organized,  and  re- 
ported their  decisions  to  the  General  Assembly  for  its  action 
thereupon  as  provided  by  law.  These  reports,  which  were  ap- 
proved by  the  Assembly,  found  that  Goebel  and  Beckham  had 
been  elected.  They  were  then  duly  sworn  and  inducted  into 
office.  In  February,  1900,  Goebel  died  and  Beckham  succeeded 
to  the  governorship.  Taylor  and  Marshall,  however,  refused  to 
recognize  the  validity  of  the  proceedings  whereby  Goebel  and 
Beckham  had  been  declared  elected,  and  declined  to  surrender  the 
records  and  other  papers  pertaining  to  the  office  of  governor  or 
to  vacate  the  executive  offices  in  the  capitol  building  at  Frankfort. 
Whereupon  Beckham  brought  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  State  against  Taylor  and 
Marshall.  Judgment  of  ouster  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff. The  case  was  carried  on  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  of 
Kentucky  and  the  judgment  affirmed ;  whereupon  a  writ  of  error 
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was  gbtamed  by  Taylor  ami  Marskall  from  the  Supseme  Court  of 
the  United  States^  The  Si^eme  Court  diamksed  the  wiil  of 
error. 

Tw&  gzottttla  for  federal  mterferettee  had  been  aet  up  1^  tko 
plaintiff  a  in  error:  (1)  That  the  proeeedinga  by  which  they  had 
been  ousted  from  offiee  were  not  cont^atible  with  a  sepnblicaii 
form  of  gof^emment;  (2)  that  they  had  been  dqmred  o£  a  prop- 
erty right  without  due  process  of  law. 

As  to  the  first  contention,  the  court  held  that  the  Common- 
wealth of  Kentucky  being  in  full  possession  of  its  faenhies  as 
a  member  of  the  Union,  no  exigency  had  arisen  reqtiiring  the 
interference  of  the  Federal  Government  to  enforce  the  griarantT 
clause-  As  to  the  second  point,  the  eocrrt  say :  '*  The  contention 
is  that,  althoi^h  the  statute  furnished  due  process  of  law,  the 
General  Assembly  in  administering  the  statute  denied  it,  and  that 
the  Court  of  Appeals  in  holding  to  the  rule  that  where  a  mode  of 
contesting  electicms  is  specifically  provided  by  the  Constitution, 
or  laws  of  a  State,  that  mode  is  excltt8i\e,  and  in  boiding  that,  as 
the  power  to  detemiine  was  Tested  in  the  General  Assembly  of 
Kentucky,  the  decision  of  that  body  was  not  subject  to  a  judicial 
revision,  denied  a  ris^ht  claimed  under  the  federal  Constitittion. 
The  Court  of  Appeals  did,  indee<l,  adjudge  that  the  case  did  not 
come  within  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  because  the  right  to 
hold  the  ofiice  of  governor  or  lieutenant-governor  of  Kentucky 
was  not  property  in  itself,  and  being  created  by  the  Constitution, 
was  conferred  and  held  solelv  in  arconlance  with  the  terms  of 
that  instrument  and  laws  passed  pursuant  thereto,  so  that,  in  re- 
spect of  an  elective  otnce,  a  determination  of  the  result  of  an 
election,  in  the  manner  }>rovided,  adverse  to  a  claimant,  eould 
not  be  regarded  as  a  deprivation  forbidden  by  that  amendment" 

The  court,  after  an  examination  of  authorities,  declare  that 
the  Kentucky  court  had  been  correct  in  thus  holding  that  a  pub- 
lic office  is  not  property,  and  say:  "  It  is  clear  [then]  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  declining  to  go  behind  the 
decision  of  the  tribunal  veste^l  by  the  state  Consftrttrtion  and  laws 
with  the  ultimate  determination  of  the  right  to  these  oflfcce,  de- 
nied no  riixht  ser-ured  bv  the  Four  teen  tli  Amendment." 
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In  aaenniiiig  the  position  liere  taken  as  to  non-property*  char- 
acter of  a  public  office  and  in  dismissing  tlie  writ  of  error  <m  Uaat 
pMiiMi,  it  would  seom  that  the  oourt  was  scareelj  m  harmony 
witfe  its  preceding  decisions,  in  several  of  which,  as  we  have  al- 
ready seen,  hy  assuming  jurisJictiun,  and  by  examiuiiig  the 
ehjuitcter  of  ike  preeeeBes  by  which  the  contests  for  office  had 
been  settled  to  see  if  they  provided  diie  process  of  law,  it  had 
assnguMJ  that  as  between  two  contestants  for  an  office,  the  right 
to  m  eflase  and  its  emoluments  was  a  property  right  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Fourteenth  AmendnaeuL^ 

«7Thn8  Justice  Brewer,  in  his  dissciitiiig  opinion,  sajs:  "I  agree  fully 
wtth  those  decisions  -which  are  referred  to  I  in  the  majority  opinion],  and 
irtiich  bold  that  as  between  the  State  and  the  office  hoUler  there  is  no  con- 
tract Tight  either  to  the  term  of  office  or  to  the  amount  of  salary,  and 
that  tbe  legislature  may,  if  not  restrained  by  constitutional  provisions, 
abolisli  the  office  or  reduce  the  salary.  But  when  the  office  is  not  disturbed, 
wlien  the  salary  is  not  changed,  and  when,  under  the  Constitution  of  the 
State,  ncitber  can  be  by  the  legislature,  and  the  question  is  simjily  whether 
otie  shall  be  deprived  of  that  office  and  its  salarj-,  and  both  given  to  an- 
other, a  different  question  is  presented,  and  in  such  a  case  to  linld  tliat  the 
incumbent  has  no  property  in  the  office,  witli  its  accompany}'! ng  salary,  does 
not  commend  itself  to  my  judgment."  Justice  Brewer  gnes  on  to  argue, 
however,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Apx)eal8  of  Kentucky  should 
have  been  affirmed  for  the  reason  that  due  process  of  law  had  been  observed. 
"But,**  be  concludes,  •* because,  as  I  understand  the  law,  this  court  has 
jorisdicrtion  to  review  a  judgment  of  the  highest  court  of  a  State  ousting 
one  from  his  office  and  giving  it  to  another^  and  a  right  to  inquire  whether 
that  judgment  is  right  or  wrong  in  respect  to  any  federal  question  auch 
as  due  process  of  law,  I  think  the  writ  of  error  should  net  be  dismissed,  but 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  should  be  affirmed." 
Justice  Brown  concurred  in  the  opinion  rendered  by  Justice  Brewer. 

A  dissenting  opinion  was  also  rendered  in  tliis  case  by  Justice  Harlan. 
In  this  ho  argues  not  only  that  the  writ  of  error  should  not  have  been 
dismissed,  but  tliat  the  corrrt  should  adjudge  tliat  the  decree  in  the  state 
court  had  taken  from  Taylor  and  "Marshall  rights  protected  by  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment.  In  agreement  with  Justices  Brewer  and  Brown  he  argues 
that  as  between  two  claimants  a  public  office  is  property,  and  had  been 
ao  held  \fy  the  Supreme  Court  in  previous  cases.  But  he  goes  even  further 
than  this,  and  brings  the  right  of  office  within  the  meaning  of  the  term 
** liberty**  as  used  in  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  "What  more  directly 
involves  the  liberty  of  the  citizen,"  he  says,  "  than  to  be  able  to  enter 
upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  an  office  to  which  he  has  been  lawfully 
elected  by  his  fellow   citizens?     What   more    certainly   infringes   upon   his 
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liberty  than  for  the  legislature  of  the  State,  by  merely  arbitrary  action^ 
in  violation  of  the  rules  and  forms  required  by  due  process  of  law,  to  take 
from  him  the  right  to  discharge  the  public  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  his 
fellow  citizens  in  accordance  with  the  law!  ...  I  grant  that  it  is  competent 
for   a   State    to   provide   for   the   determination   of   contested   election    cases 
by  the  legislature.    All  that  I  now  seek  to  maintain  is  the  proposition  that 
when  a  state  legislature  deals  with  a  matter  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  which 
involves  the  life,   liberty  or  property  of  the  citizen,  it   cannot  ignore   the 
requirement  of  due  process  of  law.  .    .    .  Looking  into  Ihe  record  before  us» 
I  find  such  action  taken  by  the  body  claiming  to  be  organized  as  the  lawful 
legislature  of   Kentucky  as  was   discreditable   in   the   last   degree    and    un- 
worthy of  the  free  people  whom  it  professed  to  represent."     After  a  state- 
znent  of  the  facts  which  in  his  opinion  justified  this  characterization  of  the 
action  of  the  legislature.  Justice  Harlan  concludes:     "Those  who  composed 
that  body  seemed  to  have  shut  their  eyes  against  the  proof  for  fear  that  it 
would  compel  them  to  respect  the  popular  will  as  expressed  at  the  polls. 
Indignant,  as  naturally  they  were  and  should  have  been,  at  the  assas^ina* 
tion  of  their  leader,  they  proceeded  in  defiance  of  all  forms  of  law  and  in 
contempt  of  the  principles  upon  which  free  government  rest,  to  avenge  that 
terrible  crime,  namely,  the  destruction  by  arbitrary  methods  of  the  right  of 
the  people  to  choose  their  chief  magistrate.    The  former  crime,  if  the  offender 
be  discovered,  can  be   punished  as  directed  by  law.     The  latter  should  not 
be  rewarded  by  a  declaration  of  the   inability  of  the  judiciary  to   protect 
public   and    private   rights,   and   thereby   the   rights   of   voters,   against   the 
wilful,   arbitrary  action   of  a   legislative  tribunal    which,   we  must  assume 
from  the  record,  deliberately  acted  upon  a  contested  election  case  involving 
the  rights  of  the  people  and  of  their  chosen  representative  in  the  office  of 
governor  without  looking  into  the  evidence  upon  which  alone  any  lawful  deter- 
mination of  the  case   could  be   made.     The   assassination   of   an   individual 
demands  the  severest  punishment  which  it  is  competent  for  human  laws  in  a 
free  land  to  prescribe.     But  the  overturning  of  the  public  will,  as  expressed 
at  the  ballot  box,  without  evidence  or   against  evidence,   in  order    to    ac- 
complish  partisan  ends,  is   a   crime   against   free  government,    and   deserves 
the  execration  of  all  lovers  of  liberty.  ...  I  cannot  believe  that  the  judici- 
ary is  helpless  in  the  presence  of  such  a  crime.     The  person  elected  as  well 
as   the   people  who  elected  him,  have   rights  that   the  courts  may  protect. 
To  say  that  in  such  an  emergency  the  judiciary  cannot  interfere  is  to  sub- 
ordinate  the   right  to  mere    power,   and   to   recognize   the   legislature   of   a 
State  as  above  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  .   .   .  The  doctrine  of  legislative 
absolutism  us  foreign  to  free  government  as  it  exists  in  this  country.     The 
cornerstone  of  our  republican  institutions  is  the  principle  that  the  powers 
of  government   shall,   in   all   vital    particulars,   be   distributed   among   three 
separate  co-ordinate   departments,   legislative,   executive,   and   judicial.     And 
liberty  regulated  by  law  cannot  be  permanently  secured  against  the  assaults 
of  power  or  the  tyranny  of  a  majority,  if  the  judiciary  must  be  silent  when 
Tights  existing  independently  of  human  sanction,  or  acquired  under  the  law, 
are  at  the  merqy  of  legislative  action  taken  in  violation  of  due  process  of  law." 
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AMENDMENT. 

§  85.  The  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

In  the  chapters  which  have  gone  before,  the  maimer  in  which 
the  Federal  Gk)vemment  is  secured  from  interference  on  the 
part  of  the  States  has  been  considered.  We  turn  now  to  a  topio 
which,  while  closely  related  to  this  subject,  is  yet  distinct  from 
it  This  topic  is  the  extent  of  the  legal  power  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  examine  state  laws  and  supervise  their  execution 
with  a  view  to  seeing  that  they  do  not  infringe  in  any  way  upon 
the  rights  secured  to  individuals  by  the  federal  Constitution.  In 
other  words,  the  question  now  to  be  considered  is  not  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  supremacy  of  the  Federal  Government,  but  the  pro- 
tection of  individuals  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  rights  and  im- 
munities guaranteed  to  them  by  the  federal  Constitution. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  in  1868 
the  laws  of  the  individual  States,  so  long  as  they  related  to  sub- 
jects over  which  the  States  had  the  right  of  legislation,  were  not 
subject  to  examination  in  federal  courts  with  a  view  to  ascertain- 
ing whether  they  deprived  anyone  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  or  denied  to  anyone  equal  legal  pro- 
tection. The  first  nine  amendments  to  the  federal  Constitution 
which  enumerated  the  fundamental  rights  of  individuals  that 
might  not  be  violated  were,  from  the  beginning,  construed  to 
limit  not  the  States  but  only  the  Federal  Government.  Until, 
therefore,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  was  adopted  there  was,  so 
far  as  the  federal  Constitution  and  laws  were  concerned,  nothing 
to  prevent  the  several  States  from  enacting  laws  which  denied  to 
their  own  citizens  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  or  deprived 
them  of  life,  liberty,  and  property,  without  due  process  of  law. 
The  only  limitations  laid  upon  the  States  by  the  Constitution 

were  that  they  should  enact  no  bills  of  attainder,  or  ex  post  facto 
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laws,  or  laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  indeed,  all  of  the  States  had  by  their  own  Constitutions 
taken  from  their  legislatures  the  power  to  enact  laws  upon  certain 
specified  topics,  and  forbidden  thfem  to  violate  certain  -declared 
pn'iwnpliiR  of  justice  Aod  liglit  But  the  tdoptiffli  of  these  ooot- 
stitutional  limitations  was  purely  voluntary  upon  their  part 

In  1868,  however,  as  one  o€  the  reeultB  <rf  the  Civil  War,  the 
Fourteenth  Amefidment  wua  adopted,  which,  fifler  dedaritig  diat 
'^  all  persons  bora  or  nataralLied  in  the  United  States,  md  sub* 
jeet  to  the  jurisdiction  theiveof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States 
and  of  the  State  whereiu  they  resiide,"  goes  en  to  pioride  that, 
^*  no  State  shall  uadi^  or  enforoe  any  lamr  which  shall  abridge  the 
privikgefi  and  immunities  of  citi^us  of  the  United  States;  nar 
shall  any  State  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  er  pmpeity 
without  due  proeess  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  peisoa  within  its 
jurisdicUan  the  equal  protection  of  the  lanTB." 

For  A  number  of  years  after  the  adoption  of  this  Amendment 
it  was  by  no  means  certain  that  the  effect  of  the  abeire-oited  pro- 
visions \roidd  not  be  to  endow  the  United  States  Oovemment  with 
additional  powers  so  great  as  fundamentally  to  alter  the  very 
natni«  of  the  Union  itself.  There  can  be  no  question  Iwrt  that  the 
clauses  of  the  Amendment  which  we  have  tjwoted  m^ere  easily 
susceptible  of  an  interpretation  that  would  have  given  them  this 
result,  and  that,  at  the  time  they  were  framed  and  adopted  by 
Congress  and  ratified  by  the  necessary  number  of  state  legisla- 
tures, there  were  very  many  who  believed  that  they  would,  and 
desired  that  they  should,  work  this  revolutionary  changa  in  the 
American  constitutional  system.^  Fortunately^  however,  as  all 
must  now  believe,  the  Supreme  Couft  has  been  led  to  gpive  to  these 
words  a  construction  that  robbed  them  of  such  an  effect 

1  See  «speciaUj  the  debatas  <>ttnadaBt  «i]poa  ike  pamny  of  tkB  -Civil  Bi^tm 
Bin  oi  1866,  the  doubts  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  which  led  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  See  also  the  dissenting  opinion  of 
Justice  HaT^an  in  the  Ciri!  l^ights  Caws  {im  V.  S.  3;  S  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  IB; 
27  L.  cd.  aas).  See  also  e^weial|f  Flmek^  The  Adoptkm  «/  the  Fomrtemttk 
AwiendmeuL 
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Tliifl  the  ccmrt  has  been  able  to  do  "by  Ae  principles  which  it 
lias  laid  doFwn  in  the  casee  which  follow.^ 

§  86.  The  Slaughter  House  Cases. 

The  famous  Slaughter  House  Cases,'  decided  in  1873,  grew  out 
of  the  following  facts:  TJie  State  of  Louisiana  in  the  exercise  of 
its  "  police  powers,"  had  passed  an  act  chartering  a  company, 
and  giving  to  it  the  exclusive  right  to  establish  and  maintain 
stock-yards  and  landing  places  and  slaughter  houses  for  the  City 
of  I7ew  Orleans,  and  providing  that  all  animals  intended  for 
•food  should  be  slaughtered  there.  The  plaintiffs  in  the  cases  that 
have  since  come  to  be  known  as  the  "  Slaughter  House  Cases  " 
allied  that  this  act  was  imconstitutional  as  tested  by  the  federal 
Constitution  on  the  several  grounds  that  it  was  in  violation  of 
the  Thirteenth  Amendment  in  that  it  created  an  involuntary  servi- 
tude upon  the  part  of  those  who  were  compelled  to  resort  to  this 
privileged  company;  and  that  it  was  in  violation  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  in  that  it  deprived  persons  of  liberty  and  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  denied  to  them  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws,  and  abridged  the  privileges  and  immunities  of 
citizens  in  the  United  States.  It  is  only  with  this  last  claim  that 
we  are  now  concerned. 

As  we  shall  later  see,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  has  been  con- 
strued to  give  to  the  federal  courts  the  power  of  examining 
whether,  in  the  exercise  of  their  ordinary  police  and  other  powers, 
the  States  have  denied  to  anyone  due  process  of  law  or  the  equality 
of  "flie  laws,  but  the  claim  that  the  rights  and  immunities  which 
were  alleged  to  have  been  violated  by  the  Louisiana  statute  were 
ones  coming  within  the  scope  of  the  phrase  *^  privileges  or  im- 

*In  the  foUowijig  pages  there  is  not  attempted  a  general  examination  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  but  only  a  consideration  of  the  extent  to  which 
tbw  addition  to  the  Constitution  may  be  said  to  have  altered  the  general 
efaaracter  of  our  eofistitntional  Bystem,  especiany  with  referenee  to  the  extent 
to  which  eiHier  Congress  hAs  been  granted  an  increased  legislative  power, 
or  the  Federal  Government  endowed  with  a  general  supervisory  jurisdiction 
over  Ftate  legislation. 

s  16  WalL  36;  21  L.  ed.  894. 
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munities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  "  as  used  in  the  Fou> 
teenth  Amendment,  raised  the  fundamental  question  whether  or 
not,  by  that  Amendment,  the  entire  so^alled  "  police  powers  "  of 
the  States  had  been  placed  within  the  direct  l^islative  definition 
and  control  of  Congress.  This  would  have  resulted  from  the  fact 
that  by  the  Amendment  Congress  is  given  authority  to  enforce 
its  provisions  by  appropriate  legislation.  If,  therefore,  such  a 
right  as  was  here  alleged  to  have  been  violated  could  be  held  to 
be  a  federal  right  it  would  be  within  the  power  of  Congress  to 
define  it,  and  all  other  similar  rights,  and  to  impose  penalties 
upon  their  violation,  and  thus  to  deprive  the  States  of  their  en- 
tire police  powers.  These  police  powers,  it  is  scarcely  necessary 
to  observe,  cover  almost  the  entire  field  of  private  rights,  personal 
and  proprietary,  including,  as  they  do,  the  general  authority  of 
the  State  to  legislate  regarding  the  social,  economic,  and  moral 
welfare  of  its  citizens.  To  have  granted  the  contention  of  the 
plaintiffs  would  thus  have  made  Congress,  instead  of  the  state 
legislatures,  the  possible  source  of  the  great  body  of  private  laws 
by  which  the  citizen  is  governed.  It  is,  therefore,  not  surprising 
that  the  court  in  its  majority  opinion  should  have  said:  "  We  do 
not  conceal  from  ourselves  the  great  responsibility  which  .  ,  . 
devolves  upon  us.  No  questions  so  far  reaching  and  pervading  in 
their  consequences,  so  profoundly  interesting  to  the  people  of  this 
country,  and  so  important  in  their  bearing  upoti  the  relations  of 
the  United  States  and  of  the  several  States  to  each  other,  and  to 
the  citizens  of  the  States  and  of  the  United  States,  have  been 
before  this  court  during  the  oflScial  life  of  any  of  its  present 
members." 

The  argument  of  the  plaintiffs  which  found  acceptance  in  the 
opinions  rendered  by  the  minority  of  the  court  was  that  the  indi- 
vidual as  a  free  man  and  citizen  of  a  State,  had,  before  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Amendment,  certain  fundamental  rights,  privileges, 
and  immunities,  which  were  determined  by  state  statutes  and  the 
general  principles  of  the  common  law,  and  that  by  that  Amend- 
ment the  citizen  became  primarily  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  only  secondarily,  by  residence,  a  citizen  of  a  particular  State 
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of  the   Union,  and   that,  thereforei   these  fundamental  rights, 
privil^es,  and  immnnities  which  formerly  belonged  to  him  as  a 
citizen  of  the  State  in  which  he  lived  now  became  his  as  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  and,  as  such,  no  longer  subject  to  abridge- 
ment by  the  States.     Only  by  this  interpretation,  it  was  argued, 
oould  the  clause  of  the  Amendment  which  we  are  considering,  be 
given  any  force  whatever.     Thus  Justice  Field,  in  his  dissenting 
opinion,  argued:    "  The  Amendment  does  not  attempt  to  confer 
any  new  privil^es  or  immunities  upon  citizens,  or  to  enumerate 
or  define  those  already  existing.    It  assumes  that  there  are  such 
privileges  and  immunities  which  belong  of  right  to  citizens  as 
such,  and  ordains  that  they  shall  not  be  abridged  by  state  legis- 
lation.    If  this  inhibition  has  no  reference  to  privileges  and  im- 
munities of  this  character,  but  only  refers     ...     to  such 
privileges  and  immunities  as  were  before  its  adoption  specially 
designated  in  the  Constitution  or  necessarily  implied  as  belonging 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  it  was  a  vain  and  idle  enactment, 
which  accomplished  nothing,  and  most  unnecessarily  excited  Con- 
gress and  the  people  on  its  passage.    With  privileges  and  immu- 
nities thus  designated  no  State  could  ever  have  interfered  by  its 
laws,  and  no  new  constitutional  provision  was  required  to  inhibit 
such  interference.     The  supremacy  of  the  Constitution  and  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  always  controlled  any  state  legislation 
of  that  character.     But  if  the  Amendment  refers  to  the  natural 
and  inalienable  rights  which  belong  to  all  citizens,  the  inhibition 
has  a  profound  significance  and  consequence."  * 

*  As  iUustrative  of,  and  as  a  partial  euumeration  of  these  federal  privileges 
and  immunities,  Justice  Bradley  quoted  the  language  used  by  Justice  Washing- 
ton in  Corfield  v.  Coryell  (4  Wash.  C.  C.  380)  in  interpreting  the  article 
of  the  Constitution  which  provides  that  the  citizens  of  each  State  shall  be 
entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  States. 
"The  inquiry  is,"  said  the  Justice  in  that  case,  "what  are  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several  States?  We  feel  no  hesitation  in 
confining  these  expressions  to  those  privileges  and  immunities  which  are  in 
their  nature  fundamental;  which  belong  of  right  to  the  citizens  of  all  free 
governments,  and  which  have  at  all  times  been  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  of  the 
several  States  which  compose  this  Union  from  the  time  of  their  becoming 
free,  independent  and  sovereign.     What  these  fundamental  privileges  are  it 
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The  majority  of  the  ooart  were  not  able  to  accept  this  constmo* 
tion  of  the  Amendment  which,  as  we  have  seen,  would  have  opened 
such  poasilnlities  of  increasing  the  federal  powers  at  the  expense 
of  those  of  the  States.  Beferring  to  ^^  the  hist(»7  of  the  times  " 
in  which  the  Thirteenth,  Fourteenth  and  Fifteenth  Amendments 
were  adopted,  the  court  found  in  them  a  imity  of  purpose, —  the 
protection  of  the  freed  negroes,—  and  not  an  intention  radically 
to  alter  the  constitutional  character  of  the  Union.  Attention  is 
called  to  the  fact  that  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  implies  and 
by  its  language  recognizes  a  continuance  of  a  distinction  between 
federal  and  state  citizenship,  and  that  from  this  it  follows  that 
the  privileges  and  immunities  attaching  to  or  growing  out  of  each 
are  to  be  distinguished.  "  Was  it  the  purpose  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment^"  the  court  ask,  "  by  the  simple  declaration  that  no 
State  should  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the 
privil^es  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  to 
transfer  the  security  and  protection  of  all  the  civil  rights  which 
we  have  mentioned,  from  the  States  to  the  Federal  Government  ? 
And  where  it  is  declared  that  Congress  shall  have  the  power  to 
enforce  that  article,  was  it  intended  to  bring  within  the  control 
of  Congress  the  entire  domain  of  civil  rights  heretofore  belonging 
exclusively  to  the  States  ?  All  this  and  more  must  follow,  if  the 
proposition  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  be  sound.  For  not  only  are 
these  rights  subject  to  the  control  of  Congress  whenever  in  its 
discretion  any  of  them  are  supposed  to  be  abridged  by  state  l^is- 

would  perhaps  be  more  tedious  than  difficult  to  enumerate.  They  may,  how- 
ever, be  aU  comprehended  under  the  following  general  heads:  protection  by 
the  government;  the  enjoyment  of  life  and  liberty  with  the  right  to  acquire 
and  possess  property  of  every  kind,  and  to  pursue  and  obtain  happiness  and 
safety,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  such  restraints  as  the  government  may  justly 
prescribe  for  the  general  good  of  the  whole;  the  right  of  a  citizen  of  one 
State  to  pass  through,  or  reside  in,  any  other  State  for  purposes  of  trade, 
agriculture,  professional  pursuits,  or  otherwise;  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the 
writ  of  hubeas  corpus;  to  institute  and  maintain  actions  of  any  kind  in 
the  courts  of  the  State;  to  take,  hold,  and  dispose  of  property,  either  real  or 
personal,  and  an  exemption  from  higher  taxes  or  impositions  than  are  paid 
by  the  other  citizens  of  the  State,  may  be  mentioned  as  some  of  the  par- 
ticular privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  which  are  clearly  embraced  by 
the  general  description  of  privileges  deemed  to  be  fundamental.** 
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lation,  but  that  body  may  also  pass  laws  in  advance^  limiting  and 
restricting  the  exercise  of  legislative  power  by  the  States,  in  their 
moat  ordinary  and  usual  functions,  as  in  its  judgment  it  may 
think  proper  on  all  such  subjects.  And  still  further,  such  a  con- 
struction followed  by  the  reversal  of  the  judgments  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Louisiana  in  these  cases,  would  constitute  this 
court  a  perpetual  censor  upon  all  legislation  of  the  States,  on  the 
civil  rights  of  their  o^n  citizens,  with  authority  to  nullify  such 
as  it  did  not  approve  as  consistent  with  those  rights,  as  they  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  this  amendment.  .  .  . 
But  when,  as  in  the  case  before  us,  these  consequences  are 
so  serious,  so  far  reaching  and  pervading,  so  great  a  departure 
from  the-  structure  and  spirit  of  our  institutions;  when  the 
effect  id  to  fetter  and  degrade  the  state  governments  by  subject- 
ing them  to  the  control  of  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of  powers 
heretofore  universally  conceded  to  tliem  of  the  most  ordinary  and 
fundamental  character;  when  in  fact  it  radically  changes  the 
whole  theory  .of  the  relation  of  the  state  and  federal  governments 
to  each  other  and  of  both  of  these  governments  to  the  people;  the 
argument  has  a  force  that  is  irresistible,  in  the  absence  of  lan- 
guage which  expresses  such  a  purpose  too  clearly  to  admit  of 
doubt.  We  are  convinced  that  no  such  results  were  intended  by 
Congress  which  proposed  these  Amendments,  nor  by  the  legis- 
latures of  the  States,  which  ratified  them." 

With  reference  to  the  question  that  is  immediately  suggested, 
as  to  what  are  these  distinctivelv  federal  rights  which  the  States 
are  not  to  infringe,  the  court  says :  "  Having  shown  that  the 
privil^es  and  immunities  relied  on  in  the  argument  are  those 
which  belong  to  citizens  of  the  States  as  such,  and  that  they  are 
left  to  the  state  governments  for  security  and  protection,  and  not 
by  this  article  placed  under  the  special  care  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, we  may  hold  ourselves  excused  from  defining  the  privi- 
leges and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  which  no 
State  can  abridge,  until  some  case  involving  those  privileges  may 
make  it  necessarv  to  do  so.  But  lest  it  should  be  said  that  no. 
such  privileges  and  immunities  are  to  be  found  if  those  we  have 


182  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

been  considering  are  excluded,  we  venture  to  suggest  some  which 
owe  their  existence  to  the  Federal  Government,  its  national  char- 
acter, its  Constitution,  or  its  laws.  One  of  these  is  well  described 
in  the  case  of  Crandall  v.  Nevada.'^  It  is  said  to  be  the  right  of 
the  citizen  of  this  great  country,  protected  by  implied  guarantees 
of  its  Constitution,  *  to  come  to  the  seat  of  government  to  assert 
any  claim  he  may  have  upon  that  government,  to  transact  any 
business  he  may  have  with  it,  to  seek  its  protection,  to  share  its 
offices,  to  engage  in  administering  its  functions.  He  has  the  right 
of  free  access  to  its  seaports,  through  which  all  operations  of  for- 
eign countries  arc  conducted,  to  the  sub-treasuries,  land  offices, 
and  courts  of  justice  in  the  several  States.'  And,  quoting  from 
the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Taney  in  another  case,  it  is  said 
*  that  for  all  the  great  purposes  for  which  the  Federal  Government 
was  established,  we  are  one  people,  with  one  common  country,  we 
are  all  citizens  of  the  United  States,'  and  it  is,  as  such  citizens, 
that,  their  rights  are  supported  by  this  court  in  Crandall  v.  Ne- 
vada. Another  privilege  of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  is  to 
demand  the  care  and  protection  of  the  Federal  Government  over 
his  life,  liberty,  and  property  when  on  the  high  seas  or  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  government.  Of  this  there  can  be 
no  doubt,  nor  that  the  right  depends  upon  his  character  as  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States.  The  right  to  peaceably  assemble  and 
petition  for  redress  of  grievances,  the  privil^e  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  are  rights  of  the  citizen  guaranteed  by  the  federal 
Constitution.  The  right  to  use  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States,  however  they  may  penetrate  the  territory  of  the  several 
States,  all  rights  secured  to  our  citizens  by  treaties  with  foreign 
nations,  are  dependent  upon  citizenship  of  the  United  iStates,  and 
not  citizenship  of  a  State.  One  of  these  privileges  is  conferred  by 
the  very  article  under  consideration.  It  is  that  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  can,  of  his  own  volition,  become  a  citizen  of  any 
State  of  the  Union  by  a  bona  fide  residence  therein,  with  the  same 
rights  as  the  other  citizens  of  that  State.  To  these  may  be  added 
the  rights  secured  by  the  Thirteenth  and  Fifteenth  Articles  of 

6  6  Wall.  35;   18  L.  ed.  745. 
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Amendment,  and  by  the  other  clause  of  the  Fourteenth,  next  to 
be  considered."* 

§  87.  Elff  ect  of  Fourteenth  Amendment  upon  Rights  Enumerated 
in  First  Eight  Amendments. 

In  Ex  parte  Spies^  the  point  was  urged  upon  the  court  that  the 
privileges  and  immunities  secured  against  federal  infringement 
by  the  first  eight  Amendments  to  the  federal  Constitution,  were, 
because  so  secured,  federal  privileges  and  immunities,  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
Slaughter  House  Cases  the  States  might  not  abridge  or  deny. 
The  counsel  for  Spies  in  his  argument  said :  "  The  position  I 
take  is  this.  Though  originally  the  first  ten  Amendments  were 
adopted  as  limitations  on  federal  power,  yet  in  so  far  as  they 
secure  and  recognize  fundamental  rights  —  common  law  rights  — 
of  the  man,  they  make  them  privileges  and  immunities  of  the  man 
as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  cannot  now  be  abridged  by 
a  Stat«  under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  In  other  words  while 
the  ten  Amendments,  as  limitations  on  power,  only  apply  to  the 

« Cooley,  in  his  Principles  of  Constitutional  LaWy  p.  245,  gives  the  follow- 
ing enumeration  of  distinctively  federal  rights :  "  A  citizen  of  the  United 
States/*  he  says,  "  as  such  has  the  right  to  participate  in  foreign  and  inter- 
state conunerce,  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  postal  laws,  to  make  use  in  common 
Trith  others  of  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States,  and  to  pass  from 
State  to  State  into  foreign  countries,  because  over  all  these  subjects  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  extends,  and  they  are  coerced  by  its  law.  .  .  . 
So  every  citizen  may  petition  the  federal  authorities  which  are  s(*t  over  him 
in  respect  to  any  matter  of  public  concern ;  may  examine  the  public  records 
of  the  federal  jurisdictign ;  may  visit  the  seat  of  government  without  being 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  a  tax  for  the  privilege;  may  be  purchaser  of 
the  public  lands  on  the  same  terms  with  others;  may  participate  in  the 
government  if  he  comes  within  the  conditions  of  suffrage,  and  may  demand 
the  care  and  protection  of  the  United  States  when  on  the  high  seas,  or 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  government.  The  privileges  suggest  the 
immunities.  Wherever  it  is  the  duty  of  the  United  States  to  give  protection 
to  a  citizen  against  any  harm,  inconvenience,  or  deprivation,  the  citizen 
is  entitled  to  an  immunity  which  pertains  to  federal  citizenship."  "  One  very 
plain  and  unquestionable  immunity,"  Cooley  adds,  "  is  exemption  from  any 
tax  burden,  or  imposition  under  state  laws,  as  a  condition  to  the  enjoyment  of 
any  right  or  privilege  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States." 

T123  U.  S.  131;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  22;  31  L.  ed.  80. 
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Federal  Governiueiit^  and  not  to  tke  States,  yet  in  so  far  as  they 
declare  or  recognize  rights  of  persons,  these  rights  are  theirs  as 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  as 
to  such  rights  limits  state  power  as  the  ten  Amendments  hac^  lim- 
ited federal  power." 

^  The  court,  however,  found  that,  in  fact,  no  right  of  Spies  se- 
cured by  the  first  eight  Amendments  had  been  violated,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  was  not  necessary  to  pass  ui)on  thia  constitutional 
point  which  his  counsel  had  raised.  ^ 

In  Maxwell  v,  Dow,^  however,  the  court  found  itself  com.pelled 
to  pass  specifically  upon  this  point.  The  court  in  its  majority 
opinion  denied  the  claim  set  up,  asserting  that  the  mere  fact  that 
a  certain  privilege  or  immunity  was  guaranteed  against  federal 
infringement  did  not  operate  to  make  such  a  privilege  or  immunity 
distinctively  federal  in  character.  With  reference  to  the  rights 
enumerated  in  the  first  eight  Amendments,  the  court  said :  "  In 
none  are  the  privileges  or  immunities  granted  and  belonging  to 
the  individual  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  but  they  are 
secured  to  all  persons  as  against  the  Federal  Government,  entirely 
irrespective  of  such  citizenship.  As  the  individual  does  not  enjoy 
them  as  a  privilege  of  citizenship  of  the  United  States,  therefore, 
when  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  prohibits  the  abridgement  by 
the  States  of  those  privileges  or  immunities  which  he  enjoys  as 
such  citizen,  it  is  not  correct  or  reasonable  to  say  that  it  covers 
and  extends  to  certain  rights  which  he  does  not  enjoy  by  reason 
of  his  citizenship,  but  simply  because  those  rights  exist  in  favor 
of  all  individuals  as  against  the  federal  governmentat  powers. 
The  nature  of  the  character  of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  is  the 
same  in  a  criminal  prosecution  as  in  a  civil  action,  and  in  neither 
case  does  it  spring  from  nor  is  it  founded  upon  the  citizenship  of 
the  individual  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  if  not,  then 
it  cannot  be  said  that  in  either  case  it  is  a  privilege  or  immunity 
which  alone  belongs  to  him  as  such  citizen.''  ® 

8  176  U.  S.  581;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  448;  44  L.  ed.  597. 

» Justice  Harlan  rendered  a  dissenting  opinion  in  the  course  of  which  he 
said:     ''It  seems  to  me  that  the  privileges  and  immunities  enumerated  in 


Federal  Supebvision  of  State  Activities.  186 

§  8A.  SnfiErage  not  a  Necessary  Incident  of  Qthsmnhip. 

In  Minor  v.  Happersett^'^  it  was  held  that  the  suffrage  is  not 
a  right  ^ringing  from  federal  citizenship.  This  doctrine  was 
declared  in  passing  upon  the  claim  made  in  that  case  by  a  woman 
that  becanee  of  her  federal  citizenship  she  conld  not  constitution- 
ally be  disqualified  from  voting  on  account  of  her  sex.  In  pass- 
ing upon  this  claim  the  court  admitted  that  citizenship  was  not 
dependent  upon  sex,  but  denied  that  the  right  of  suffrage  was 
necessarily  attached  to  the  status  of  citizenship.'^ 

theae  Amendments  belong  to  every  citizen  of  the  United  States.  They  were 
universally  so  regarded  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment. 
In  order  to  form  a  more  perfect  union,  establish  justice,  insure  domestic 
traoqaillity,  provide  for  the  common  defense,  promote  the  general  welfare,  and 
secure  the  blesftings  of  lH)erty  to  themselves  and  their  posterity,  tl>e  political 
community  known  as  tlie  people  of  the  United  States  ordained  and  established 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  and  every  member  of  that  political 
community  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  was  that  community  that 
adopted  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  the  first  ten  Amendments ; 
and  what  they  had  in  view  by  so  doing  was  to  make  it  certain  that  the 
privileges  and  immunities  therein  specified  —  the  enjoyment  of  which,  the 
fathers  believed,  were  necessary  in  order  to  secure  the  bU-ssings  of  liberty  — 
could  never  be  impaired  or  destroyed  by  the  National  Government.  ...  It  does 
not  solve  the  question  before  us  to  say  that  the  first  Urn  Amendments  had 
reference  only  to  the  powers  of  the  Xational  Government,  and  not  to  the 
powers  of  the  States.  For,  if,  prior  to  the  adopiinn  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment, it  was  one  of  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States  that  tlicy  should  not  be  tried  for  criiue  in  any  court  organized  or 
existing  under  national  authority  except  by  a  jury  compt^sed  of  twelve  persons, 
how  can  it  be  that  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  may  now  be  tried  in  a 
state  court  for  crime,  particularly  for  an  infamous  crime,  by  eight  jurors, 
when  that  Amendment  expressly  declares  that  '  no  State  sliall  make  or  enforce 
any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States  ? '  " 

M21  Wall.  102;  22  L.  ed.  627. 

11  The  court  say:  "  Sex  has  never  been  made  one  of  the  elements  of  citizen- 
ship in  the  United  States.  In  this  respect  men  have  never  had  an  advantage 
over  women.  Tlie  same  laws  precisely  apply  to  both.  The  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment did  not  alTect  the  citiaenship  of  women  any  more  than  it  did  of  men. 
In  this  particular,  therefore,  the  rights  of  Mrs.  Minor  do  not  depend  upon  the 
-  Amendment.  She  has  always  been  a  citizen  from  her  birth,  and  entitled  to 
:  all  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizenship.  The  Amendment  prohibited 
the  State,  of  which  she  is  a  citizen,  from  abridging  any  of  her  privileges  and 
immunities  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States;  but  it  did  not  confer  citizenship 
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§  89.  Legislative  Power  Granted  Congress  by  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

From  the  foregoing  cases  it  appears  that  the  clause  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  which  declares  that  ^'  Hso  State  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  Stat^,"  has  not  given  to  the 
General  Government  any  legislative  or  even  supenusory  power 
which  it  did  not  possess  before  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  was 
adopted. 

In  another  important  case  it  has  been  held  that  the  last  clause 
of  the  Amendment  which  empowers  Congress  to  enforce  its  pro- 
visions by  appropriate  legislation,  does  not  give  to  that  body  a 
direct  legislative  power  to  define  and  establish  the  rights  of  life, 
liberty,  and  property  of  which  the  individual  may  not  be  deprived 
by  the  States  without  due  process  of  law,  or  to  define  and  estab- 
lish what  shall  constitute  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  which 
the  States  may  not  deny  to.  persons  within  their  jurisdiction. 

In  1875,  in  pursuance  of  an  authority  which  it  conceived  to  be 
granted  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  Congress  passed  a  so- 
called  Civil  Rights  Act,  fixing  generally  the  penalties  to  which 
state  officials  should  be  subject  for  depriving  any  citizen  of  the 
United  States  of  any  of  the  rights  secured  him  by  the  Thirteenth 
and  Fourteenth  Amendments,  and  declaring  specifically  that 
negroes  should  receive  the  same  treatment  at  public  inns,  hotels. 


on  her.  That  she  had  before  its  adoption.  .  .  .  The  Amendment  did  not 
add  to  the  privik>ges  and  immunities  of  a  citizen.  It  simply  furnished  an 
additional  guaranty  for  the  protection  of  such  as  he  already  had.  No  new 
voters  were  necessarily  made  by  it.  Indirectly  it  may  have  had  that  effect, 
because  it  may  have  increased  the  number  of  citizens  entitled  to  suffrage 
under  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  States,  but  it  operates  for  this  pur- 
pose, if  at  all,  through  the  States  and  the  state  laws,  and  nqt  directly  upon 
the  citizen.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  we  think,  that  the  Constitution  has  not 
added  the  right  of  sufTrage  to  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizenship  as 
they  existed  at  the  time  it  was  adopted."  Continuing  the  court  showed  that 
in  no  case  had  the  suffrage  in  the  States  been  considered  as  co-extensive  with 
citizenship,  and  concluded:  "Certainly,  if  the  courts  can  consider  any  ques- 
tion as  settled,  this  is  one.  For  nearly  ninety  years  the  people  have  acted 
upon  the  idea  that  the  Constitution,  when  it  conferred  citizenship  did  not 
necessarily  confer  the  right  of  suffrage." 
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X'-ulways,  theaters,  etc.,  aa  that  enjoyed  by  white  persons.     The 
importance  of  this  act  lay  in  the  fact  that  by  passing  it  Congress 
indicated  that  it  interpreted  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  as  giv- 
ing it  power  not  simply  to  punish  persons  who  should  deprive 
others  of  any  of  the  rights  mentioned  in  that  Amendment,  but  as 
empowering   itself   to   determine   specifically   what   those  rights 
should  be.     If  this  were  to  be  accepted  as  the  correct  interpreta- 
tion of  the  power  of  Congress  under  this  Amendment,  it  was  clear 
that  the  reserved  powers  of  the  States  would  henceforth  be  at  the 
mercy  of  the  federal  legislative  body;  for  thus  the  way  would 
be  opened  to  Congress,  should  it  see  fit,  to  convert  by  its  statutes 
all  private  rights  into  federal  rights  and  as  such  exclude  them 
from  state  regulation  or  violation. 

In  the  Civil  Rights  Cases,'^  decided  in  1883,  the  court  laid 
down,  authoritatively  and  finally,  the  doctrine  that  it  is  not  within 
the  legislative  power  of  Congress  to  define  what  are  the  civil 
rights  of  individuals,  and  to  affix  and  enforce  penalties  for  their 
denial  by  private  persons.  Hence  the  court  held  unconstitutional 
and  void  those  portions  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1875  which 
attempted  to  do  this.  "  Individual  invasion  of  individual  rights," 
the  court  say,  "  is  not  the  subject-matter  of  the  Amendment.  It 
has  a  deeper  and  broader  scope.  It  nullifies  and  makes  void  all 
state  legislation  and  state  action  of  every  kind,  which  impairs  the 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  in- 
jures them  in  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  or  which  denies  to  them  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  It 
not  only  does  this,  but  in  order  that  the  national  will,  thus  de- 
clared, may  not  be  a  mere  bruium  fulmen,  the  last  section  of  the 
Amendment  invests  Congress  with  power  to  enforce  it  by  appro- 
priate legislation.  To  enforce  what  ?  To  enforce  the  prohibition. 
.  .  .  It  does  not  authorize  Congress  to  create  a  code  of  munici- 
pal law  for  the  regulation  of  private  rights ;  but  to  provide  modes 
of  redress  against  the  operation  of  state  laws,  and  the  action  of 
state  officers,  executive  or  judicial,  when  these  are  subversive  of 
the  fundamental  rights  specified  in  the  Amendment."     The  im- 

u  109  U.  S.  3;  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  18;  27  L.  ed.  835. 
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portance  of  the  doctrine  declared  in  the  Civil  Rights  Cases  is  seen 
when  the  results  that  would  have  followed  from  a  different  con- 
struction of  the  Amendment  are  considered.  If  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  had  been  held  appropriate  for  enforcing  the  prohibitions  of 
that  article  it  would  have  been,  as  the  court  observes,  difficult  to 
set  limits  to  the  powers  of  Congress.  With  equal  authority,  that 
body  would  have  the  right  to  enact  a  detailed  code  of  laws  for  the 
enforcement  and  protection  of  all  the  rights  of  life,  liberty,  and 
property,  and  itself  to  prescribe  what  should  constitute  due 
process  of  law  in  every  possible  case.*^ 

It  will  have  been  noticed  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Civil  Rights 
Cases  depended  in  large  measure  upon  the  assertion  that  the  pro- 
hibitions of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  were  directed  exclusively 
against  state  acts,  that  is,  acts  authoritatively  sanctioned  by  the 
States  as  such,  or  officially  performed  by  their  agents,  and  that 
they  had  not  reference  to  the  acts  of  private  individuals.  The 
doctrine  had  already  been  established  in  a  line  of  cases  decided 
prior  to  the  Civil  Rights  Cases. 

In  Strauder  v.  West  Virgina^*  it  was  held  that  a  state  law 
which  excluded  negroes  from  jury  service  was  unconstitutional  as 
a  denial  to  members  of  that  race  of  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws.  In  Virginia  v.  Rives^'**  the  question  was  not  as  to  the  ex- 
istence of  a  state  law  excluding  negroes  from  jury  service,  but  as 


13  As  construed  in  the  Civil  Rights  Cases  it  is  to  be  noted  that  ihe  federal 
legislative  power  granted  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  is  narrower  than 
that  granted  by  tiie  enforcement  clause  of  the  Thirteenth  Amendment.  This 
distinction  the  court  in  its  majority  opinion  in  the  Civil  Rights  Cases  point 
cut  in  the  following  language:  "This  [Thirteenth]  Amendment,  as  well  as 
tlie  Foui-teenth,  is  undoubtedly  self -executing  without  any  ancillary  legisla- 
tion, so  far  as  its  terms  are  applicable  to  any  existing  state  of  circumstanoes. 
l^v  its  own  unaided  force  and  effect,  it  abolished  slaverv  and  established  uni- 
versal  freedom.  Still  legislation  may  be  necessary  and  proper  to  meet  all  the 
various  cases  and  circumstances  to  be  alTected  by  it,  and  to  prescribe  proper 
modes  of  redress  for  its  violation  in  letter  or  spirit.  And  such  legislation 
may  be  primary  and  direct  in  its  character;  for  the  Amendment  is  not  a  mere 
prohibition  of  state  laws  establishing  or  upholding  slavery,  but  an  absolute 
declaration  that  slavery  or  involuntary  servitude  shall  not  exist  in  any  part 
of  the  United  States." 

14  100  U.  S.  305;   25  L.  ed.  664. 

15  100  U.  S.  313;  25  L.  ed.  667. 
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to  the  administration  of  a  law,  not  in  terms  discriminative,  in 
Bwch  a  way  as  to  exclude  n^roes  from  juries.  This  suit  was 
sought  to  be  removed  into  the  federal  courts  under  the  provision 
of  section  641  of  the  Bevised  Statutes.^  Without  deciding 
idiether  or  not  Congress  had,  under  the  enforcement  clause  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  the  power  to  grant  relief  in  cases  such 
as  that  presented  by  the  petitioner,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that 
the  suit  was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  statute. 

In  Ex  parte  Virginia'"  a  somewhat  different  state  of  facts  was 
presented.  Here  there  was  no  state  law  the  constitutionality  of 
wHich  was  questioned,  but  a  judge  of  a  state  court  charged  by  the 
law  of  that  State  with  the  duty  of  selecting  jurors  indicted  in  a 
federal  court  for  excluding  from  the  grand  and  petit  jury  list  a 
certain  individual  because  of  his  race  or  color,  in  violation  of  a 
provision  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1875.  Upon  a  petition  of  the 
accused  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  or  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  record  of  the 
lower  court  in  order  that  he  might  be  dismissed,  the  Supreme 
Court  denied  the  writs,  holding,  in  effect,  that  this  act  of  the 
jndge,  involving  no  necessary  exercise  of  judicial  discretion,  and 
committed  by  him  in  his  official  capacity  as  judge,  was  an  act  of 
the  State  which  he  represented,  and  as  such  came  within  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  The  opinion  declares: 
"  The  prohibitions  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  are  addressed 
to  the  States.  The  constitutional  Amendment  was  ordained  for 
a  purpose.  It  was  to  secure  equal  rights  to  all  persons,  and,  to 
insure  to  all  persons  the  enjoyment  of  such  rights,  power  was 

M  Sec.  641.  "  When  any  dyil  suit  or  criminal  prosecution  is  commenced  in 
any  state  court  for  any  cause  whatsoever  against  any  person  who  is  denied,  or 
cannot  enforce,  in  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  State,  or  in  any  part  of  the 
l^tate  where  such  prosecution  is  pending,  any  right  secured  to  him  by  any  law 
providing  for  the  equal  rights  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  of  aU 
persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  .  .  .  such  suit  or 
prosecution  may,  upon  the  petition  of  each  defendant,  filed  in  said  court  at 
any  time  before  the  trial,  or  final  hearing  of  the  case,  stating  the  facts,  and 
Verified  by  oath,  be  remoi^  before  trial  into  the  next  circuit  eoort  of  the 
United  States  to  be  held  in  the  district  where  it  is  pending." 

"  100  U.  S.  339;  25  L.  ed.  676. 
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given  to  Congress  to  enforce  its  provisions  by  appropriate  legia* 
lation.  Such  legislation  must  act  upon  persons,  not  upon  the 
abstract  thing  denominated  a  State,  but  upon  the  persons  who  are 
the  agents  of  the  State  in  the  denial  of  the  rights  which  ^ere  in* 
tended  to  be  secured.  Such  is  the  Act  of  March  1,  1875,  18  Stat, 
at  L.  336,  and  we  think  it  was  fully  authorized  by  the  Constitu- 
tion  We  do  not  perceive  how  holding  an  office  under 

a  State  and  claiming  to  act  for  the  State  can  relieve  the  holder 
from  the  obligation  to  obey  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  or  take  away  the  power  of  Congress  to  punish  his 
disobedience.^® 

18  In  this  case  Justice  Field  rendered  a  dissenting  opinion,  in  which  he 
assumed,  in  the  first  place,  that  so  much  of  the  Act  of  1S75  as  attempted 
to  regulate  the  selection  of  jurors  iu  state  courts  was  unconstitutional  and 
void;  in  the  second  place,  that  the  selection  of  jurors  by  the  judge  was  a 
judicial  act  involving  an  exercise  of  discretion  and  judgment,  and,  therefore, 
not  subject  to  enforcement  in  a  particular  manner  by  statute  or  mandamus, 
in  any  event;  and,  iu  the  third  place,  that  the  right  to  serve  as  a  juror  i&  & 
political  and  not  a  civil  right,  and  therefore  not  one,  the  equal  enjojrmeni  of 
which  is  secured  to  all  by  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  With  reference  to  the 
purpose  for  which  the  war  amendments  had  been  adopted  Justice  Field  said: 
"  They  do  not,  in  terms,  contravene  or  repeal  anything  which  previously 
existed  in  the  Constitution  and  those  Amendments.  Aside  from  the  extinction 
of  slavery,  and  the  declaration  of  citizenship,  their  provisions  are  merely- 
prohibitory  upon  the  States;  and  there  is  nothing  in  their  language  or  purpose 
which  indicates  that  they  are  to  be  construed  or  enforced  in  any  way  different 
from  that  adopted  with  reference  to  previous  restraints  upon  the  States. 
The  provision  authorizing  Congress  to  enforce  tiiem  by  appropriate  legislation, 
does  not  enlarge  their  scope,  nor  confer  any  authority  which  would  not  have 
existed  independently  of  it.  No  legislation  would  be  appropriate  which  should 
contravene  the  express  prohibitions  upon  Congress  previously  existing,  as,  for 
instance,  that  it  sliould  not  pass  a  bill  of  attainder  or  an  eso  post  facto  law. 
Nor  would  legislation  be  appropriate  which  should  conAict  with  the  implied 
prohibitions  upon  Congress.  They  are  as  obligatory  as  the  express  prohibi- 
tions. The  Constitution,  as  already  stated,  contemplates  the  existence  and 
independence  of  the  States  in  all  their  reserved  powers.  ...  I  cannot  think 
I  am  mistaken  in  saying  that  a  change  so  radical  in  the  relation  between  the 
federal  and  state  authorities,,  as  would  justify  legislation  interfering  with  the 
independent  action  of  the  different  departments  of  the  state  governments,  in 
all  matters  over  which  the  States  retain  jurisdiction,  was  never  contemplated 
by  the  recent  Amendments.  The  people,  in  adopting  them,  did  not  suppose 
that  they  were  altering  the  fundamental  theory  of  their  dual  system  of  gov* 
ernments.'' 
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These  general  principles  —  that  the  prohibitions  of  the  Amend- 
ment are  upon  the  State  and  not  upon  individuals ;  that  Congress 
has  no  primary  and  direct  legislative  authority  to  define  and  en- 
force the  rights  guaranteed  by  the  Amendment ;  that  the  general 
"  police  powers  "  are  stttl  possessed  by  the  States ;  —  have  not 
been  departed  from  by  the  court  in  subsequent  cases.  In  Logan 
V.  United  States,^*  decided  in  18&2,  the  court,  after  a  review  of 
previous  adjudications,  say:  "  The  whole  scope  and  eflFect  of  this 
series  of  decisions  is  that,  .  .  .  certain  fundamental  rights, 
recognized  and  declared,  but  not  granted  or  created  in  some  of  the 
Amendments  to  the  Constitution,  are  thereby  guaranteed  only 
against  violation  or  abridgement  by  the  United  States  or  by  the 
States,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  affirmatively 
enforced  by  Congress  against  unlawful  acts  of  individuals."  The 
court,  however,  add  the  cautionary  remark  that  "  every  right  cre- 
ated by,  arising  under  or  dependent  upon  the  Constitution  of  the 

Some  commentators  have  found  difliculty  in  harmonizing  the  decision  in 
Ex  parte  Virginia  with  that  rendered  in  Virginia  v.  Rives.  Thus,  for  example, 
Wise  in  his  Treatise  on  American  Citizenship,  p.  205,  says:  **  It  is  iinpossible 
to  reconcile  the  decision  in  Ex  parte  Virginia  with  the  others.  ...  As  they 
stand  the  two  cases  of  Virginia  v.  Rives  and  Eae  parte  Virginia  present  an 
amusing  line  of  demarcation.  In  Virginia  v.  Rives  the  misconduct  of  a 
sheriff  in  the  method  of  summoning  a  jury  was  declared  not  to  be  the  action 
of  the  State  and  to  be  remediable  on  appeal.  In  the  case  of  Ew  parte  Virginia, 
decided  on  the  same  day,  the  misconduct  of  a  judge  in  not  summoning  a 
proper  jury  was  held  to  be  the  action  of  the  State,  remediable  by  the  indict- 
ment of  the  judge  although  the  State  had  done  no  wrong.  The  only  legal 
principle  to  be  deduced  from  the  two  decisions  is  that  the  boundary  line 
between  one  officer  who  is  the  State  and  an  ofticer  who  is  not  the  State,  lies 
somewhere  between  a  sheriff  and  a  judge." 

There  is,  however,  no  real  incongruity  in  the  cases,  and  Wise's  dilTiculty 
arises  from  an  imperfect  understanding  of  the  actual  point  decided  in  Virginia 
V.  Rives.  In  that  case,  it  was  held,  as  we  have  seen,  simply  that  the  case  did 
not  come  within  the  section  641  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  under  which  removal 
bad  been  had  from  the  state  to  the  federal  courts.  Thus,  in  effect,  all  the 
court  decided  was,  not  that  Congress  had  no  power  under  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  to  punish  or  correct  such  an  act  as  tliat  of  the  sheriff  complained 
of,  but  that  it  had  not,  in  fact,  so  legislated.  In  Ex  parte  Virginia  the  act 
complained  of  was  construed  to  be  within  the  scope  of  the  prohibitions  of  the 
Act  of  Congress  of  1875. 

»144  U.  S.  263;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  617;  36  L.  ed.  429. 
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United  States,  may  be  protected  and  enforced  hy  Congress  by 
such  means  and  in  such  manner  as  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of 
tlie  correlative  duty  of  protection,  or  of  the  legislative  powers 
conferred  npon  it  by  the  Constitution  may  in  its  discretion  seemi 
most  eligible  and  best  adapted  to  attain  the  object" 

See  also  in  James  v.  Bowman,^*^  decided  as  late  as  1&03,  the 
cases  are  re-examined  and  the  principles  declared  in  them  fully 
approved. 

Although  by  the  decision  in  the  Slaughter  House  and  subse- 
quent cases  in  the  Supreme  Court,  the  command  laid  ui>on  the 
States  to  respect  federal  privileges  and  immunities  has  thus  been 
shorn  of  all  but  declaratory  sigiiificanee,  and  the  general  police 
powers  coiifirmcd  in  the  Commonwealtlis,  the  other  prohibitions 
of  the  first  section  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  have  been  so 
construed  by  the  Supreme  Court  as  to  give  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment a  verv'  extensive  supervisory  jurisdiction  over  state  legisla- 
tion which  it  did  not  possess  prior  to  18G8.  Whenever  a  claim 
has  been  made  that  a  state  law  has  worked  a  deprivation  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of  law,  or  has  resulted 
in  a  denial  to  any  person  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  the 
federal  courts  have  assumed  jurisdiction  and  declared  such  stat- 
utes void.  Illustrations  of  this  federal  supervisory  power  will 
appear  tliroughout  this  treatise. 

It  is  true  that,  in  the  Slaughter  House  Cases,  the  court  declared, 
relative  to  the  clause  providing  for  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws:  *^  We  doubt  very  much  whether  any  action  of  a  State  not 
directed  by  way  of  discrimination  against  the  negroes  as  a  class, 
or  on  account  of  their  race,  will  ever  be  held  to  come  within 
the  purview  of  this  provision,"  but  this  obiter  dictum  has  been 
repeatedly  overruled. 


20  190  U.  S.  127;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  678;  47  L.  ed.  979,  as  to  the  power  of 
Congress  to  provide  for  the  punisliment  of  individuals  interfering  with,  or 
conspiring  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  by  others  of  rights  created  by  or 
dependent  upon  the  fedora]  constitution  or  laws,  see  Es  parte  Yarbrough,  110 
U.  S.  651;  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1.32;  28  L.  ed.  274;  U.  S.  v.  Waddell,  112  U.  S. 
76;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3r> :  28  L.  ed.  673;  Motes  v.  U.  S.,  178  U.  S.  458;  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  993;  44  L.  ed.  1150. 
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§  90.  Summary. 

By  way  of  resume  we  may  say  that,  as  interpreted  by  the 
Supreme  Court,  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  has 
not  brought  about  any  fundamental  change  in  our  constitutional 
system.  Xo  new  subjects  have  been  brought  within  the  sphere  of 
direct  control  of  the  Federal  Government.  Xo  new  privileges 
and  mmmnities  of  federal  citizenship  have  been  created  or  recog- 
nized. To  Congress  has  been  given  no  new  direct  primary,  l^is- 
lative  power.  It  has  net  been  authorized  by  the  Amendment  to 
determine  and  define  the  privil^es  and  immunities  of  federal 
citizens,  nor  to  define  and  affirmatively  to  provide  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  rights  of  life,  liberty,  and  property,  nor  by  direct 
legislation  to  enumerate  and  describe  the  privileges  which  shall 
constitute  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  The  only  legislative 
power  granted  to  Congress  by  the  Amendment^  is  the  power  to 
provide  modes  of  relief  in  cases  where  the  States  have  deprived 
individuals  or  corporations  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law,  or  denied  to  anyone  within  their  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  The  supervisory  powers  of  the 
federal  courts  has  been  enormously  increased;  as,  by  the  Amend- 
ment, they  may  examine  every  claim  of  illegal  violations  by  States 
of  the  prohibitions  laid  upon  thera  by  the  Amendment,  and  where 
the  claim  is  sustained  grant  the  necessary  relief,  either  by  the 
issuance  of  the  appropriate  writ,  or  by  holding  void  the  offending 
state  laws.  In  fine,  then,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  has  oper- 
ated rather  as  a  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the  States  than,  aa 
SL  grant  of  additional  powers  to  the  General  Government. 

13 
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CHAPTER  XII. 
iot:erstate  relations;  full  force  and  credit  clause. 

§  91.  States  Independent  of  One  Another. 

In  the  chapters  which  have  been  gone  before  the  constitutional 
relations  which  exist  between  the  Federal  Government  upon  the 
one  side  and  the  State  upon  the  other  side  have  been  considered. 
In  the  present  chapter  a  description  will  be  given  of  the  relations 
which  exist  between  the  several  States. 

Except  as  otherwise  specifically  provided  by  the  federal  Con- 
stitution, the  States  of  the  American  Union,  when  acting  within 
the  spheres  of  government  reserved  to  them,  stand  toward  one 
another  as  independent  and  wholly  separated  States.  The  laws 
of  the  'State  have  no  force,  and  their  officials  have  here  no  public 
authority,  outside  of  their  own  territorial  boundaries.  As  to  all 
these  matters  their  relations  inter  se  are  governed  by  the  general 
principles  of  Private  International  Law  or,  as  otherwise  termed, 
the  Conflict  of  Laws. 

During  the  colonial  period  the  judgments  of  the  courts  of  the 
colonies  were,  as  to  one  another,  strictly  foreign  judgments.  That 
is,  they  could  be  impeached  for  fraud  or  prejudice,  and  their 
merits  re-examined.  The  inconvenience  of  this  state  of  aflFairs 
was  soon  recognized,  and  in  the  Articles  of  Confederation  it  was 
provided  that  ^^  Full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  of 
these  States  to  the  records,  acts,  and  judicial  proceedings  of  the 
courts  and  magistrates  of  every  other  State."  ^  The  important 
diflFerence  between  this  provision  and  the  corresponding  one  in  the 
present  Constitution  is  that  in  the  latter  Congress  is  given  au- 
thority to  fix  by  statute  the  manner  in  which  these  acts,  records, 
and  proceedings  shall  be  proved  and  to  determine  the  effect  that 
shall  be  given  them. 

1  Article  IV. 

[194] 
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§  82.  Congressicmal  Legislation. 
By  a  law  passed  in  1790  Congress  provided:    ^*  That  the  acts 

of  the  legislature  of  the  several  States  shall  be  authenticated  by 

having  the  seal  of  their  respective  States  aflSxed  thereto ;  that  the 

records  and  judicial  proceedings  of  the  courts  of  any  State  shall 

be  proved  or  admitted  in  any  court  within  the  United  States  by 

the  attestation  of  the  clerk,  and  the  seal  of  the  court  annexed,  if 

there  be  a  seal,  together  with  a  certificate  of  the  judge,  chief 

justice,  or  presiding  magistrate,  as  the  case  may  be,   that  the 

said  attestation  is  in  due  form.    And  the  said  records  and  judicial 

.proceedings  authenticated  as  aforesaid  shall  have  such  faith  and 

credit  given  to  them  in  every  court  within  the  United  States,  as 

they  have  by  law  or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  State  from  whence 

the  said  records  are  or  shall  be  taken."  * 

In  1809  this  act  was  supplemented  by  one  which,  after  pro- 
viding for  the  authentication  of  other  than  judicial  records,  de- 
clared, in  its  second  section:  "And  be  it  further  enacted,  that 
aU  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  the  act  to  which  this  is  a  supple- 
ment [Act  of  1790]  shall  apply  as  well  as  to  the  public  acts, 
records,  office  books,  judicial  proceedings,  courts,  and  offices  of 
the  respective  territories  of  the  United  States  and  countries  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  as  to  the  public  acts, 
records,  office  books,  judicial  proceedings,  courts  and  officers  of 
the  several  States."* 

In  Mills  V.  Duryee*  decided  in  1813,  the  Supreme  Court,  con- 
struing these  acts  held  that  by  them  Congress  had  not  only  pro- 
vided for  the  admission  of  authenticated  judgments  of  a  State 
as  evidence  in  the  courts  of  the  other  States  in  the  Union,  but 
that  it  had,  in  execution  of  the  constitutional  provision,  declared 
that  they  should  be  conclusive  evidence  of  all  matters  properly 
adjudicated  therein. 

'  M  U.  S.  Stat,  at  L.  122. 

S2  U.  S.  Stat,  at  L.  298.  These  two  sections  are  united  in  section  905  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  In  a  law  enacted  in  1895  it  is  provided  by  Congress 
that:  "The  pamphlet  copies  of  the  statutes  and  the  bound  copies  of  the  Acts 
of  each  Congress  shall  be  legal  evidence  of  the  laws  therein  contained  in  all 
the  courts  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  several  States  therein."  Section  78, 
Act  of  Jan.  2,  Ch.  23  (28  Stat,  at  L.  601). 

4  7  Cr.  481;  3  L.  ed.  411. 
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This  full  faith  and  credit  clauae,  it  is  to  be  observed,  bas  mdet- 
enee  oalj  to  the  States,  and  not  to  the  Territioriea  or  to  &e  I>is- 
tiict  of  Calmnbia.  Tber^ore  it  has  been  decided  that  the  aet 
of  1804,  in  as  far  as  it  has  referenoe  to  the  TerriUnes  and  to  the 
District  al  Columbia,  rests,  for  its  constitntionality,  npoa  other 
clanses  of  the  Constitution.  Thus  in  Embry  v.  Palmer^  the  court 
say:  ^  So  far  ys  this  statatory  provision  rdbtes  to  the  effect  to 
be  given  to  the  judicial  proceedings  of  the  States,  it  is  fomided 
on  article  IV,  section  I,  of  the  Constitution,  which,  however,  does 
not  extend  to  the  other  cases  covered  by  the  statute.  The  power 
to  prescribe  ^at  effect  shall  be  given  to  the  judicial  proceedinp 
of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  is  eohf ^red  by  other  provisions 
of  the  Constitution,  such  as  those  which  declare  the  extent  of  the 
judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  vriiich  au&orize  all  legisla- 
tion necessary  and  proper  for  executing  the  powers  vested  by  the 
Constitution  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  or  in  any 
department  or  oflBcer  thereof,  and  which  declare  the  supremacy 
of  the  authority  of  the  National  Government  within  the  limits 
of  the  Constitution,  As  part  of  its  general  authority,  the  power 
to  give  effect  to  the  judgments  of  its  courts  is  co-extensive  vrith 
its  territorial  jurisdictioiu  That  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  is  a  court  of  the  United  States,  results  from 
the  right  which  the  Constitution  has  given  to  Congress  of  exclu- 
sive legislation  over  the  District.  Accordingly,  the  judgments 
of  the  courts  of  the  United  States  have  invariably  been  recog- 
nized as  upon  the  same  footing,  so  far  as  concerns  the  obligatioii 
created  by  them,  vrith  domestic  judgments  of  the  States,  wher- 
ever rendered  and  wherever  sought  to  be  enforced/' 

The  same  reasoning  that  in  Embry  v.  Palmer  seems  to  support 
the  power  of  Congress  to  give  to  judgments  rendered  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  full  force  and  credit  in  the  States,  is  sufficient 
to  support  its  power  to  give  equal  force  in  the  States  to  judgments 
rendered  in  the  Territories  and  insular  possessions  of  the  United 
States,  and  vice  versa  as  to  state  judgments  sued  upon  in  the 
Territories  or  in  the  insular  possessions. 

s  107  U.  S.  3;  2  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  25;  27  L.  ed.  346. 


Intzbstate  SjEXATioifs:  FuuL  Force  axd  Cbedit  Clause.    197 

§  AS.  P^enl  Judgments  and  Decrees. 

In  num^oas  eases  it  has  been  held  that  full  force  and  eredit 
is  to  be  given  to  judgmente  of  federal  conrtfl  obtained  in  one 
State  or  Territory  when  soogbt  to  be  enforced  in  the  federal  courts 
in  another  State  or  Territory,  or  the  District  of  Columbia.  This 
is  doe  to  tke  fact  thst,  as  the  Supr^ne  Court  say  in  Claflin  v. 
Jlouseman,^  "  The  United  States  is  not  a  foreign  sovereignty  as 
:r^ards  tie  several  States,  but  is  a  concurrent,  and,  within  its 
Jurisdiction,  a  paramount  sovereignty.  Every  citizen  of  a  State 
is  a  subject  of  two  distinct  swereignties,  having  concmrent  juris- 
diction in  the  State,  concurrent  as  to  place  and  persons,  though 
distinct  as  to  subject-matter.  L^al  or  equitable  righits,  acquired 
under  ^ther  system  of  laws,  mav  be  enforced  in  any  court  of 
either  sovereignty  competent  to  hear  and  determine  such  kinds 
of  rights  and  not  restrained  bv  its  Constitution  in  the  exercise 
of  such  jurisdiction.  Thus,  a  legal  or  equitable  right  acquired 
under  state  laws  may  be  prosecuteil  in  the  state  courts,  and  also, 
if  the  parties  reside  in  different  States,  in  the  federal  courts.  So 
rights,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  acquired  under  the  laws  of 
the  TJi^^ed  States,  may  be  prosecuted  in  the  United  States  courts, 
or  in  the  state  courts,  competent  to  decide  rights  of  the  lilce 
character  and  class;  subject,  however,  to  this  qualification,  that 
wher^  a  right  arises  under  a  law  of  the  United  States,  Congress 
may,  if  it  sees  fit,  give  to  the  federal  courts  exclusive  jurisdiction.'* 

§  04.  FnU  Faith  md  Credit  Clanae  Applks  oidy  to  Civil  Judg- 
ments and  Decrees. 

It  se^ns  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  the  "full  force  and 
credit "  clause  has  reference  only  to  civil  judgments.  No  State, 
it  has  been  held,  is  by  thia  provision  compelled  to  lend  its  aid 
in  the  enforcement  of  the  penal  laws  of  another.  This  wta 
definitely  determined  in  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Insurance  Com- 
pany.^ In  this  case  original  suit  had  beA  brought  in  tlie  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  by  the  State  of  Wisconsin  upon 

•  93  U.  S.  130;  23  L.  ed.  833. 

T 127  U.  S.  265 ;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1370 ;  32  L.  ed.  239. 
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a  judgment  obtained  in  its  own  courts  against  an  insurance 
company,  a  Louisiana  corjx)ration,  for  penalties  ini»pose<l  by  a 
statute  of  Wisconsin  for  not  making  returns  to  the  insurance 
,  commissioners  of  the  State.  The  federal  court  held  that  the 
grant  to  it  of  original  jurisdiction  in  suits  between  a  State  and 
citizens  of  another  State,  though  given  in  general  terms,  was  not 
to  be  construed  to  extend  to  actions  brought  by  a  State  to  enforce 
even  indirectly  in  another  jurisdiction  a  provision  of  its  own 
penal  law.  The  court  say:  ^*  The  grant  is  of  'judicial*  power,' 
and  was  not  intended  to  confer  upon  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  or  prosecution  by  the  one  State,  of 
such  a  nature  that  it  could  not,  on  the  settled  principles  of  public 
and  international  law,  be  entertained  by  the  judiciary  of  the 
other  State  at  all.  .  .  .  The  rules  that  the  courts  of  no  country 
execute  the  penal  laws  of  another  applies  not  only  to  prosecu- 
tions and  sentences  for  crimes  and  misdemeanors,  but  to  all  suits 
in  favor  of  the  State  for  the  recovery  of  pecuniary  penalties  for 
any  violation  of  statutes  for  the  protection  of  its  revenue,  or 
other  municipal  laws,  and  -to  all  judgments  for  such  penalties. 
I^  this  were  not  so,  all  that  would  be  necessary  to  give  uMquitous 
eflFect  to  a  penal  law  would  be  to  put  the  claim  for  a  penalty  into 
the  shape  of  a  judgment'* 

/ 

§  95.  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Clause  Establishes  a  Rule  of  Evi- 
dence. 

The  application  of  the  foregoing  rule,  the  court  go  on  to  say, 
is  not  affected  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause.  That  clause, 
and  the  acts  of  Congress  under  it,  it  is  declared,  establish  a  rule 
•  of  evidence  rather  than  of  jurisdiction.  "  While  they  make  the 
record  of  a  judgment,  rendered  after  due  notice  in  one  State, 
conclusive  evidence  in  the  courts  of  another  State  or  of  the 
United  States,  of  the  matter  adjudged,  they  do  not  affect  the 
jurisdiction  either  qT  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  is  ren- 
dered or  of  the  court  in  which  it  Ts  offered  in  evidence.  Judg- 
ments recovered  in  one  State  of  the  Union,  when  proved  in  the 
courts  of  another  government,  whether  state  or  national,  within 
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the  United  States,  differ  from  judgments  recovered  in  a  foreign 
country  in  no  other  respect  than  in  not  being  re-examinable  on 
their  merits,  nor  impeachable  for  a  fraud  in  obtaining  them,  if 
rendered  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  and  of  the 
parties.  In  the  words  of  Justice  Story,  .  .  •  *  the  Constitu- 
tion did  not  mean  to  confer  any  new  power  upon  the  States,  but 
simply  to  regulate  the  effect  of  their  acknowledged  jurisdiction 
over  persons  and  things  within  their  territory.  It  does  not  make 
the  judgments  of  other  States  domestic  judgments  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  but  only  gave  a  general  validity,  faith,  and  credit 
to  them  as  evidence,  Xo  execution  can  issue  upon  such  judg- 
ments without  a  new  suit  in  the  tribunals  of  other  States,  And 
they  enjoy  not  the  right  of  priority  or  lien  which  they  have  in 
the  State  where  they  are  pronounced,  but  that  only  which  the 
lex  fori  gives  to  them  by  its  own  laws  in  their  character  of 
foreign  judgments.' " 

As  being  simply  evidence,  judgments  of  the  courts  of  one 
State,  when  sued  upon  in  another  State,  are  subject,  as  regards 
procedure  and  remedies,  to  the  law  of  the  latter  State.  For 
example,  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  State  where  suit  is 
brought  is  applied  even  though  it  provides  a  shorter  term  of 
years  than  that  existing  in  the  State  in  which  the  judgment  was 
originally  obtained,® 

It  has  been  held  in  numerous  cases  that  each  State  of  the  Union 
may  enforce  in  its  own  courts  which  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
parties  and  subject-matters,  civil  rights  of  action  depending  solely 
upon  the  statutes  of  another  State,  provided  there  be  no  local 
policy  of  the  forum  inconsistent  therewith.  Thus  in  Dennick  v. 
•Central  R.  E.  Co.®  with  reference  to  a  suit  for  damages  brought 
in  New  York  under  an  act  of  New  Jersey,  the  court  say :  *^  It 
is  scarcely  contended  that  the  act  belongs  to  the  class  of  criminal 
laws  which  can  only  be  enforced  by  the  courts  of  the  State  where 
the  offense  was  committed,  for  it  is,  though  a  statutory  remedy, 

•  McElmoyle  v.  Coben,  13  Pet.  312;  10  L.  ed.  177;  Bacon  v.  Howard,  20  How. 
22;  15  L.  ed.  811. 

•  103  U.  S.  11;  26  L.  ed.  439. 
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a  civil  action  to  recover  damages  for  a  oivil  injury.  It  ia,  indeed, 
a  right  dependent  solely  on  the  statute  of  the  State,  but  when 
the  act  is  done  for  which  the  law  says  the  person  shall  be  liable 
and  the  action,  by  which  the  remedy  is  to  be  enforced,  i&  a  per- 
sonal  and  not  a  real  action,  and  is  of  that  character  which  the 
law  recognizes  as  transitory  and  not  local,  we  cannot  see  why  the 
defendant  may  not  be  held  liable  in  any  court  to  whose  jurisdic- 
tion he  can  be  subjected  by  personal  process  or  by  voluntary 
appearance,  as  was  the  case  here.  It  is  difficult  to  understand 
how  the  nature  of  the  remedy  or  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
to  enforce  it  is  in  any  manner  dependent  on  the  question  whether 
it  is  a  statutorj'^  right  or  a  common  law  right.  Wherever,  by 
either  the  common  law  or  the  statute  law  of  a  State,  a  right  of 
action  has  become  fixed,  and  a  legal  liability  incurred,  that  lia- 
bility may  be  enforced  and  the  right  of  action  pursued  in  any 
court  which  has  jurisdiction  of  such  matters  and  can  obtain  juris- 
diction of  the  parties."  ^^ 

In  Slater  v.  Mexican  National  R.  E.  Co.,"  applying  the  same 
doctrine,  the  court  say:  "When  such  a  liability  is  enforced  in 
a  jurisdiction  foreign  to  the  place  of  the  wrongful*  act,  obviously 
that  does  not  mean  that  the  act  in  any  degree  is  subject  to  the  tea; 
jori  with  regard  to  either  its  quality  or  its  consequences.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  equally  little  means  that  the  law  of  the  place  of 
the  act  is  operative  outside  of  its  own  territory.  The  theory  of 
the  foreign  suit  is  that,  although  the  act  complained  of  was  sub- 
ject to  no  law  having  force  in  the  forum,  it  gave  rise  to  an  obli- 
gation, an  ohligatio  which,  like  other  obligations,  follows  the  per- 
son and  may  be  enforced  wherever  the  person  may  be  found.'' 

In  this  case  the  court  go  on  to  declare,  however,  that  if  the  only 
source  of  obligation  be  the  law  of  the  place  of  the  act,  that  law  de- 
termines not  merely  the  existence  of  the  obligation,  but  its 
extent.  "  It  seems  to  us  unjust/'  the  court  say,  *'  to  allow  the 
plaintiflF  to  come  here  absolutely  depending  on  the  foreign  law 

10  See  also  Stewart  v.  13.  &  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  168  U.  8.  445;  18  Sup.  Ct  Bep. 
105 ;  42  L.  ed.  537.  ^ 

n  194  U.  S.  120;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  581;  48  L.  ed.  900. 
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for  the  foimdation  of  his  case,  and  yet  to  deny  the  defendant  the 
ben^t  of  whatever  limitations  on  his  liability  that  law  would 
impose." 

This  doctrine  is  again  affirmed  and  applied  in  Atchison,  etc., 
IL  Co.  V.  Sowers.^* 

§  98.  Judgments  in  Rem  and  in  Personam. 

The  validity  of  judgments  or  decrees  in  States  other  than  those 
in  which  they  are  obtained  depends  upon  the  court  which  ren- 
dered them  having  obtained  jurisdiction.  In  order  to  obtain 
jurisdiction  in  actions  in  rem,  the  res  must  be  located  in  the  State. 
In  all  actions  service  of  notice  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
must  be  had  upon  the  defendants.  In  actions  in  rem  this  service 
need  not  be  actual,  but  may  be  constructive,  that  is,  by  publication 
In  actions  in  personam,  however,  actual  service  is  required.  Mere 
constructive  service  will  not  warrant  a  personal  judgment  or  de- 
cree which  may  be  sued  upon  in  another  jurisdiction.  This 
doctrine  is  carefully  laid  down  in  Pennover  v.  Xeff.^^  In  its 
opinion  in  this  case  the  court  say :  ^*  It  is  in  virtue  of  the  State's 
jurisdiction  over  the  property  of  the  non-residents  situated  within 
its  limits  that  its  tribimals  can  inquire  into  that  non-resident's 
obligations  to  its  own  citizens,  and  the  inquiry  can  then  be  car- 
ried only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  control  the  disposition  of  the 
property.  If  the  non-residents  have  no  property  in  the  State, 
there  is  nothing  upon  which  the  tribunals  can  adudicate. 
.  .  .  Where  a  party  is  within  a  territory,  he  may  justly  be 
subjected  to  its  process,  and  bound  personally  by  the  judgment 
pronounced  on  such  process  against  him.  Where  he  is  not  within 
such  territory,  and  is  not  personally  subject  to  its  laws,  if  on 
account  of  his  supposed  or  actual  property  being  within  the  ter- 
ritory, process  by  the  local  laws  may,  by  attachment,  go  to  com- 
pel his  appearance,  and  for  his  default  to  appear,  judgment  may 
be  pronounced  against  him;  such  a  judgment  must,  upon  gen- 
eral principles,  be  deemefl  to  bind  him  only  to  the  extent  of  such 

"213  U.  S.  366;  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  397;  53  L.  ed.  606. 
1*95  U.  S.  714;  24  L.  cd.  565. 
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property,  and  cannot  have  the  effect  of  a  conclusive  judgment  in 
"personam,  for  the  plain  reason  that,  except  so  far  as  the  jDroperty 
is  concerned,  it  is  a  judgment  coram  non  judice/' 

The  inability  of  the  courts  of  one  State  to  effect  by  their  judg- 
ments or  decisions  property  having  its  legal  situs  in  another  State 
is  illustrated  in  the  recent  case  of  Fall  v.  Eastin,^*  in  which  it  was 
held  that  a  deed  to  a  piece  of  land  located  in  Nebraska  made  by 
a  commissioner  in  the  State  of  Washington  under  the  order  of 
a  court  of  that  State  need  not,  under  the  full  faith  and  credit 
clause,  be  recognized  in  the  former  State.  The, court  point  out 
that  had  the  plaintiff  in  error  obeyed  the  order  of  the  Washing- 
ton court  and  made,  as  directed,  a  deed  of  conveyance,  that  con- 
veyance would  have  received  recognition  in  the  Nebraska  courts. 
But  he  having  refused  to  do  this,  and  the  deed  having  been  made 
by  a  commissioner,  the  conveyance  was  to  be  considered  as  a  part 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  court  which  ordered  it,  which  court  was 
without  power  to  affect  the  title  of  real  property  not  within  the 
State.  As  to  this  the  court  quote  from  Watkins  v.  Holman,**^ 
where  it  is  said:  "A  court  of  chancery,  acting  in  personam  may 
well  declare  the  conveyance  of  land  in  any  other  State,  and  may 
enforce  its  decree  by  process  against  the  defendant.  But  neither 
the  decree  itself  nor  any  conveyance  under  it,  except  by  the  person 
in  whom  title  is  vested,  can  operate  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.'* 

§  97.  Nul  Tie!  Record, 

From  the  foregoing  it  clearly  appears  that  in  all  cases  in  which 
suit  is  brought  in  one  State  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  another 
State,  the  court  in  which  the  suit  is  brought  may  examine  whether 
the  tribunal  in  which  the  judgment  sued  upon  was  rendered  had 
-jurisdiction  to  render  a  personal  judgment.  In  Fauntleroy  v. 
Lum^®  the  interesting  question  was  raised  whether  a  court  in 
which  suit  is  brought  upon  a  judgment  obtained  in  another  State 
may  examine  into  the  original  facts  upon  which  that  judgment 

u  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3. 

16  16  Pet.  25 ;  10  L.  ed    873. 

16  210  U.  S.  230;  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  641;  52  L.  cd.  1039. 
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was  based,  and  refuse  to  give  full  faith  and  credit  to  the  judgment 
if  it  be  found  that  these  facts  were  such  as  would  not  have 
created  a  legal  claim  under  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  enforce- 
ment of  the  judgment  thereupon  is  being  sought*  In  this  case 
the  plaintiff,  a  citizen  of  Mississippi,  obtained  in  Missouri  a  judg- 
ment against  another  citizen  of  Mississippi  upon  whom  personal 
sen'ice  had  been  obtained  while  he  was  temporarily  in  Missouri, 
in  a  suit  brought  upon  a  contract  in  cotton  futures  entered  into 
in  Mississippi  in  which  State  such  futures  were  prohibited  by 
law.  The  case  finally  reaching  the  federal  Supreme  Court,  that 
tribunal  held  that,  the  Missouri  court  having  had  jurisdiction 
to  render  a  nersonal  judgment,  against  the  defendant,  the  full 
faith  and  credit  clause  obligated  the  courts  of  Mississippi  to  give 
to  the  judgment  full  force  and  credit.  The  court  admitted  that 
in  the  opinion  in  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Insurance  Co.'^  language 
was  used  which  might  imply  a  right  in  a  court  to  examine  as 
to  the  original  basis  of  the  foreign  judgment  sued  upon,  but  these 
words  were  declared  obiter,  and  the  doctrine  of  that  case  limited 
to  the  precise  point  decided. 

In  a  dissenting  opinion  in  Fauntleroy  v.  Lum,  concurred  in  by 
four  justices,  it  was  argued  that  in  Wisconsin  v.  Pelican  Insur- 
ance Co.  the  court  had  held  that  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause 
did  not  preclude  an  examination  into  the  basis  of  the  foreign 
judgment,  and  rightfully  so,  inasmuch  as  at  the  time  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Constitution  the  rules  of  comity  universally  prevail- 
ing  did  not  require  a  sovereignty  to  give  effect  to  a  judgment  of 
another  sovereignty  when  to  do  so  would  be  to  enforce  a  contract 
illegal  and  prohibite<l  by  the  local  law,  when  both  the  contract 
and  all  the  acts  done  in  pursuance  thereof  had  taken  place  in  the 
State  where  enforcement  of  the  judgment  was  sought. 

In  this  dissent  reliance  is  also  placed  on  Anglo-American 
Provision  Co.  v.  Davis  Provision  Co.^^  in  which  it  was  held  that  a 
judgment  rendered  in  Illinois  against  one  corporation  in  favor  of 
another,  both  corporations  heing  foreign  to  Xew  York,  was  not 

"  127  U.  S.  265 ;  8  Sup.  €t.  Rep.  1370 ;  32  L.  ed.  239. 
w  191  U.  S.  373;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  92;  48  L.  ed.  225. 
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enforceable  in  the  courts  of  New  York,  beeauBe  the  statulBs  of  th* 
State  did  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction  over  such  an  action  as 
that  in  which  the  enforcement  was  sought  The  Supreme  Court 
say:  "  The 'Constitution  does  not  require  the  State  of  New  York 
to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  [statej  Supreme  Court  against  its  will. 
If  the  plaintiff  can  find  a  court  into  which  it  4ias  a  right  to  come, 
then  the  effect  of  the  judgment  is  fixed  by  the  Constitution  and 
the  act  in  pursuance  of  it  which  Congress  has  passed.  But  the 
Constitution  does  not  require  the  State  to  provide  such  a  court 
If  the  State  does  provide  a  court  to  which  its  citizens  may  resort 
in  a  certain  class  of  cases,  it  may  be  that  citizens  of  other  Slates 
of  the  Union  also  would  have  a  right  to  resort  to  it  in  cases  of  the 
same  class.  But  that  right  even  when  the  suit  was  upon  a  judg- 
ment of  another  State  would  not  rest  on  the  first  section  of  article 
IV,  .  •  .  but  would  depend  on  the  second  section  entitling  the 
citizens  of  each  State  to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens 
in  the  several  Slates." 

It  has  been  held  that  the  '*  full  faith  and  credit  clause  does 
not  operate  to  give  effect  in  another  -State  to  a  state  statute  ex- 
empting from  taxation  the  evidence  of  the  state  debt  so  as  to  defeat 
the  collection  of  a  tax  lened  by  that  other  State  upon  portions 
of  the  debt  held  by  persons  there  residing.  This  was  decided  by 
Bonaparte  v.  Tax  Court,^®  the  court  saying:  ''  It  is  insisted 
.  .  .  that  the  immunity  asked  for  arises  from  Article  IV,  Sec- 
tion 1,  of  the  Constitution.  .  ,  .  We  are  unable  to  give -such 
an  effec*t  to  this  provision.  Ko  State  can  legislate  except  with 
reference  to  its  own  jurisdiction.  One  State  cannot  exempt  prop- 
erty from  taxation  in  another.  Each  State  is  independent  of  all 
the  others  in  this  particular.  .  .  .  The  debt  was  registered, 
but  that  did  not  prevent  it  from  following  the  person  of  its  owner. 
The  debt  still  remained  a  chose  in  action,  with  all  the  incidents 
which  pertain  to  that  species  of  property.  It  was  '  movable '  like 
other  debts,  and  had  none  of  the  attributes  of  ^  immovability.' 
The  owner  may  be  compelled  to  go  to  the  debtor  State  to  get  what 
is  owing  to  him,  but  that  does  not  affect  his  citizenship  or  bis 

19  104  U.  S.  502 ;  26  L.  ed.  S45. 
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The  debtor  State  is  in  no  respeet  his  sovereign,  neither 

it  any  of  tlie  attributes  of  sovereignty  as  to  ike  debt  it  owes, 

sufih  as  briong  to  it  as  a  debtor.    All  the  obligations  which 

-eat  OB.  the  holder  of  the  debt  as  a  resident  of  the  State  in  which 

dwells,  still  remain,  i^  as  a  member  of  society  he  mnst  con- 

^^iribttte  bis  juai  share  toward  supporting  the  government  whose 

^protection  he  claims   and  to  whose  contrcd  he  has   submitted 

laiinaelf." 


98.  Marriage  aad  Divorce. 

The  force  and  meaning  of  the  ^^  full  faith  and  credit "  clause 

the  Constitution  has  been  especially  worked  out  in  connection 

"^mth.  the  subject  of  marriaga  and  divorce  and  it  will^  therefore^  be 

^prap^  to  state  briefly  the  positions  that  the  Supreme  Court  has 

^S^en  upon  this  point 

Generally  speaking,  it  has  been  held  in  the  United  States  that 

jurisdiction  to  grant  a  divorce  depends  upon  the  domicile  of  the 

^>om[^ainant.    With  hardly  an  exception,  all  of  the  States  of  the 

TTnion  recognize  the  possibility  of  the  wife  obtaining  a  domicile 

s^arate  from  that  of  her  husband.     Until  recently,  however,  a 

few  States  (among  them  New  York)  held  that  where  the  husband 

^uid  wife  were  donueiled  in  different  States,  decrees  of  divorce 

.^ranted  in  either  State  would  not  have  to  be  given  full  faith  and 

credit  in  the  other  States.     The  unconstitutionalitv  of  this  doe- 

trine  was,  however,  declared  by  tKe  United  vStates  Supreme  Court 

in  Atherton  v.  Atherton.* 

nisi  U.  8.  155;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  544;  45  L.  ed.  704. 

In  all  European  cmmtries,  and  in  Spanish  America,  tire  possibility  of  the 
wffe  <wh©  has  not  obtairwd  a  jndicial  ecparation)  having  a  nationality, 
donicfle,  or  residenre  apart  from  her  htrahand  is  Tiot  recognized.  A  few  of  the 
Protestant  States  of  Germany,  and  pos»ih!y  other  States,  permit  a  wife  living 
apart  from  her  husband  to  aecnre  naturalization  and  then  to  g^t  a  divorce, 
bwt  most  States  refuse  to  recognize  such  a  divorue  as  valid.  I>e  Bauffreniont 
V.  Be  BftufTTemont,  Dallor,  1878,  TT,  T,  1878,  1,  201;  2  Brale's  Cases  on  Con- 
flict of  Laws,  99  (France)  ;  In  re  Ws  Marriage,  25  Clunet,  385;  1  Beale's 
Cas.  428  (Austria).  In  England  the  courts  now  recogniz?  the  possibility  of  a 
wife  deserted  by  her  husband  obtaining  a  divorce  in  the  State  where  they  last 
lived  together,  irrespective  of  his  present  domicile.    Armytage  v.  Armytage, 
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One  State  of  the  Union  is,  of  course,  not  obliged  to  recognize 
the  validity  of  a  divorce  granted  by  a  court  of  another  State  un- 
less that  State  had  jurisdiction  to  grant  it, —  a  jurisdiction  which, 
as  just  said,  is  held  to  depend  upon  the  domicile  of  one  or  both 
of  the  parties.  No  valid  decree  of  divorce  can,  therefore,  be 
granted,  on  constructive  service,  by  the  courts  of  a  State  in  which 
neither  party  is  domiciled.^^ 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  not  a  hona  fide  domicile  in  the  State, 
a  court  cannot  render  a  decree  binding  in  other  States  even  if  the 
non-resident  defendant  voluntarily  enters  a  personal  appearance.^ 
Of  course,  however,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  courts  of  one 
State  from  recognizing,  if  they  see  fit,  a  decree  thus  granted  in 
another  State.  The  provision  of  the  federal  Constitution  is 
brought  into  force  only  when  state  courts  refuse  to  grant  full 
faith  and  credit.^ 

Finally  it  should  be  said  that  in  all  cases  where  the  defendant 
has  not  been  summoned  within  the  State,  or  has  not  voluntarily 
appeared,  the  decree  that  is  rendered  has  no  extraterritorial  force 
except  as  dissolving  the  matrimonial  status.  It  cannot  control  in 
an  extraterritorial  manner  questions  of  property  rights,  custody 
of  children  and  the  payment  of  alimony. 

1898,  Pr.  179.  In  most  European  States  a  divorce  will  be  recognized  only  if 
obtained  in  the  country  to  which  the  parties  owe  allegiance.  In  England  the 
divorce  will  be  recognized  only  when  obtained  at  the  domicile  of  the  husband. 
The  English  court  has  recently  recognized  an  American  divorce  obtained  at  the 
wife's  domicile,  where  the  husband  was  domiciled  in  another  American  State 
which  recognized  the  divorce.  Armtage  v.  Attorney-General,  22  T.  L.  R. 
306.  Tlie  court,  however,  took  occasion  to  reiterate  the  general  principle 
that  "  it  is  the  husband's  domicile  which  deci-des  the  tribunail  to  try  the  cause. 
In  Scotland  and  the  other  countries  governed  by  the  Roman-Dutch  law  there 
is  no  requirement  whatever  of  nationality  or  domicile,  but  residence  of  the 
parties  for  a  certain  time  within  the  State  is  sufficient.  Weatherley  v. 
Weatherley,  Transvaal,  Prov.  Rep.  66 ;  1  Beale's  Cas.  420."  This  note  is  sub- 
stantially quoted  from  the  article  "  Constitutional  Protection  for  Decrees  of 
Divorce,"  by  Joseph  H.  Beale,  Jr.,  in  the  Haward  Law  Review,  June,  1906 
(XJX,  589). 

21  Bell  V.  Bell,  181  U.  S.  175;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  551;  45  L.  ed.  804. 

22  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  188  U.  S.  14;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  237;  47  L.  ed.  366. 
asLynde  v.  Lynde,  181  U.  S.  183;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  655;  45  L.  ed.  810. 
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Until  the  decision  in  1906  of  the  case  of  Haddock  v.  Haddock,^ 
it  had  been  supposed  that  a  decree  of  divorce  granted  the  husband 
or  wife  by  a  court  of  the  State  in  which  he  or  she  was  domiciled, 
if  the  notice  of  the  beginning  of  the  suit  required  by  the  local 
law  had  been  served  actually  or  constructively  upon  the  other 
party,  was  in  all  cases  valid  in  other  States.  This,  it  had  been 
thought,  had  been  determined  in  Atherton  v.  Atherton.^ 

In  Atherton  v.  Atherton  a  divorce  had  been  granted,  on  the 
ground  i>i  desertion,  to  a  husband  in  Kentucky  whose  wife  had 
left  him  and  taken  up  residence  in  New  York.  ^She  had  not 
appeared  in  the  suit,  but  notice  had  been  served  upon  her  by 
maiL  The  highest  court  of  New  York  refused  to  give  effect  to 
this  decree  upon  the  ground  that  the  wife  had  been  forced  to  leave 
her  husband  because  of  cruel  treatment,  had  thereby  been  entitled 
to  obtain  a  domicile  apart  from  him,  and  had  not  appeared  or 
been  personally  served  with  process.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  however,  reversed  this  holding  of  the  New  York 
court,  saying  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Kentucky  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  complainant,  and  constructive  service  had  been  had  upon 
the  defendant,  its  decree  had  to  be  recognized  as  conclusively  estab- 
lishing not  only  the  fact  of  the  divorce,  but  that  the  wife  had 
abandoned  her  husband.  The  opinion  declared :  "  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  undisputed  facts  show  that  such  efforts  were 
required  by  the  statutes  of  Kentucky,  and  were  actually  made  to 
give  the  wife  actual  notice  of  the  suit  in  Kentucky  as  to  make  the 
decree  of  the  court  there,  granting  a  divorce  upon  the  grounds 
that  she  had  abandoned  her  husband,  as  binding  on  her  as  if  she 
had  been  served  with  notice  in  Kentucky,  or  had  voluntarily  ap- 
peared in  the  suit.  Binding  her  to  the  full  extent,  it  established 
beyond  contradiction,  that  she  had  abandoned  her  husband,  and 
precludes  her  from  asserting  that  she  left  him  on  account  of  his 
cruel  treatment.  To  hold  otherwise  would  make  it  difficult,  if 
not  impossible,  for  the  husband  to  obtain  a  divorce  for  the  cause 
alleged,  if  it  actually  existed.     The  wife  not  being  within  the 

2*201  U.  S.  662;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  525;  60  L.  ed.  867. 
»181  U.  S.  156;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  644;  45  L.  ed.  794. 
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State  of  Kentucky^  if  ecn^tructive  notiee,  with  all  tlie  precautioi:^^ 
preseribed  by  the  ^tatute^  of  that  State,  were  infiuffirient  to  bin^^ 
her  bj  a  decree  disaolving  the  bonds  of  matrimony^  the  husbani^ 
eould  only  get  a  divorce  by  suing  in  the  State  in  which  ahe  was 
found ;  and  by  the  very  fact  of  suing  her  there,  he  woald  admit 
that  she  had  acquired  a  separate  domicile  (which  he  denied ),  and 
would  disprove  hi^  own  ground  of  action,  that  she  had  aJbandooed 
him  in  Kentucky." 

The  court  in  its  opinion  was,  howe\'er,  careful  to  confine  the 
doctrine  laid  down  to  the  particular  case  before  it  "  This  case," 
it  declared,  ^'  does  not  involve  the  validity  of  a  divorce  granted 
on  constructive  s^vice,  by  the  court  of  a  State  in  which  only  one 
of  the  parties  ever  had  a  domicile,  nor  the  question  to  whai:  extent 
the  good  faith  of  the  domicile  may  be  afterward  inquired  into. 
In  this  case,  the  divorce  in  Kentucky  was  by  the  court  of  the 
State  which  had  always  been  the  undoubted  domicile  of  the  hus- 
band, and  which  was  the  only  mati'imonial  domicile  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife.  The  single  question  to  be  decided  is  the  validity 
of  that  divorce,  granted  after  such  notice  liad  been  given  as  was 
required  by  the  statutes  of  Kentucky."  The  court  did,  however, 
affirm  the  general  doctrine  that  "  the  purpose  and  effect  of  a 
decree  of  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matrimony  bv  a  court  of  com- 
petent  jurisdiction  are  to  change  the  existing  status  or  domestic 
relations  of  husband  and  wife,  and  to  free  them  both  frcmi  the 
bond.  The  marriage  tic,  when  thus  severed  as  to  one  party,  ceases 
to  bind  the  other.  A  husband  without  a  wife,  or  a  wife  without 
a  husband,  is  unknown  to  the  law." 

The  facts  of  the  case  of  Haddock  v.  Haddoci^®  very  much 
resembled  those  of  Atherton  v.  Atherton*  The  only  important  dif- 
ference, if  indeed  it  was  an  important  difference,  was  that  here 
the  decree  which  was  sought  to  be  used  as  conclusive  in  another 
State,  had  been  granted  the  husband  by  the  courts  of  a  State  which 
was  not  the  matrimonial  domicile,  but  was  the  then  domicile  of 
the  husband.  The  wife,  residing  in  the  State  of  the  original 
matrimonial  domicile,  had  received  onlv  eon^ruetive  notice.    The 

M201  U.  S.  562;  26  Sap.  Ct  Rep.  525;  50  L.  ed.  867. 
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eoarts  of  the  Suite  of  the  wife's  dknicUe  vefaeed  to  Teoognise  the 
validity  of  this  decree,  on  the  ground  'that  the  separation  had 
<K^cnrred  tkiDii^  the  favit  of  liie  hvshand,  joid  their  action  was 
upheld  by  the  federd  Supreme  Court,  that  oMirt  thos,  in  effect, 
deciduig  that  the  hasband,  tiiongh  diTorced  in  the  State  (Ccm- 
nectiest)  where  he  had  obtained  his  decree,  was  not  divorced  in 
another  State  (Kew  Yoife)  where  his  wife  —  or  former  wife  — 
resided.  In  effect,  then,  limiting  the  case  to  the  particular  facts 
inTolved,  the  doctrine  was  laid  down  that  where  the  complainant 
has  abandoned  the  wife,  and  obtained  a  domicile  in  a  State,  other 
than  that  of  the  CHriginal  matrimonial  domicile,  and  only  con* 
stru(^Te  service  has  been  had  upon  the  defendant,  no  decree  of 
divorce  can  be  panted  to  which  full  force  and  credit  mnst  be 
ghren  in  the  coorts  of  other  States. 

In  order  to  distinguish  this  ease  from  prerions  adjudications, 
and  especially  from  that  of  Atherton  t.  Atherton,  the  court,  in 
its  majority  opinion,  reriewed  the  whole  subject  and  laid  down 
the  following  doctrines  as  having  been  definitely  established: 
"First.  The  requirement  of  the  Constitution  is  not  that  some,  but 
that  full,  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  by  States  to  the  judicial 
decrees  of  other  States.  That  is  to  say,  where  a  decree  rendered 
in  one  State  is  embraced  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause,  that 
constitutional  provision  commands  that  the  other  States  shall  give 
to  the  decree  the  force  and  effect  to  which  it  was  entitle<l  in  the 
State  where  rendered.  (Harding  v.  Harding,  IDS  U.  S.  317;  25 
Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  679;  49  L  ed.  106G.)  Second.  Where  a  personal 
judgment  has  been  rendered  in  the  courts  of  a  State  against  a  non- 
resident merely  upon  constructive  service,  and,  therefore,  A\dthout 
acquiring  jurisdiction  over  the  person  of  the  defendant,  such 
judgment  may  not  be  enforced  in  another  State  in  virtue  of  the 
full  faith  and  credit  clause.  Indeed,  a  personal  judgment  so 
rendei^ed  is,  by  operation  of  the  due  process  clause  of  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment,  void  as  against  the  non-resident,  even  in  the 
State  where  rendered ;  and,  therefore,  such  iK)n-Tesident,  in  virtue 
of  rights  granted  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  may 
BOcoeBsfally  resifft,  eren  i'n  the  State  where  rendered,  the  enforoe- 
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ment  of  such  a  judgment  (Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714;  24 
L.  ed.  565.)"  "^ 

Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  at  bar  the  court  held,  in 
the  first  place,  that  a  suit  for  divorce  is  essentially  an  action  in 

personam  and  not  in  rem;  and,  in  the  second  place,  that,  by 
wrongfully  deserting  his  wife,  the  domicile  of  the  wife,  contrary 
to  the  general  rule,  did  not  continue  that  of  the  husband  when 
he  removed  to  Connecticut,  but  continued  to  be  in  New  York,  the 
State  of  the  original  matrimonial  domicile.  Therefore,  it  was 
held  that  the  Connecticut  courts,  never  having  obtained  personal 
service  upon  the  wife,  and  the  action  not  being  in  rem,  no  decree 
could  be  rendered  against  her  that  would  affect  her  status  any- 
where except  in  the  State  where  the  judgment  was  rendered.  In 
effect,  it  was  held  that  in  order  to  render  a  decree  of  divorce 
that  would  have  to  be  recognized  by  the  courts  of  other  States, 
a  court  must  have  jurisdiction  of  both  of  the  pai'ties,  that  is,  of 
the  complainant  by  bona  fide  residence  creating  a  domicile,  and  of 
the  defendant  either  by  domicile  in  the  State,  by  personal  service, 
or  actual  appearance,  or  by  constructive  service.  But  that  this 
constructive  service  cannot  be  relied  upon  in  cases  where  the 
defendant,  having  had  good  reason  for  separating  from  the  com- 
plainant, has  obtained  or  retained  a  domicile  in  another  State. 

In  the  Atherton  case,  it  was  argued  that  the  constructive  ser- 
vice upon  the  wife  had  been  suffijcient  to  give  the  court  jurisdic- 
tion because  the  wife  had  not  been  able  to  obtain  a  domicile  apart 
from  her  husband  by  wrongfully  separating  herself  from  her 
husband.  In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  the  complainant  had  de- 
serted the  defendant  and  matrimonial  domicile,  and,  therefore, 
she  had  been  entitled  to  retain  her  domicile  in  New  York,  after 
the  removal  of  her  husband  to  Connecticut. 

Four  justices  dissented.  In  the  opinion  concurred  in  by  them 
it  was  argued  that  the  case  was  governed  by  the  doctrines  laid 
down  in  Atherton  v.  Atherton.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  juris- 
diction over  a  domiciled  complainant  and  constructive  service  over 
the  defendant  were  sufficient  to  support  a  decree  which  was  en- 
titled to  full  force  and  credit  in  other  States.    In  the  case  at  bar 
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the  domicile  of  the  complainant  was  a  bona  fide  one^  and,  it  was 
argued,  the  facts  that  it  was  or  had  been  a  matrimonial  domicile 
or  that  the  complainant  had  wrongfully  left  his  wife  were  irrele- 
Tant.  The  fact  that  the  Connecticut  court  had  granted  the  divorce 
was,  or  should  have  been,  it  was  argued,  conclusive  upon  the  New 
York  courts  that  the  defendant  had  deserted  the  complainant  and 
not  vice  versa.  It  was  denied  that  a  proceeding  for  divorce  is  a 
personal  one  (though  a  suit  in  personam  is  often  incorporated 
with  it).  In  short,  then,  the  bona  fide  domicile  of  the  complain- 
ant being  granted,  and  constructive  service  such  as  the  lex  fori 
demanded  being  had,  and  decree  for  divorce  actually  rendered, 
the  merits  of  the  case,  that  is,  as  to  which  of  the  parties  was  re- 
sponsible for  the  separation,  the  dissenting  justices  argued,  were 
no  longer  open  for  examination,  and  hence  the  question  as  to 
where  was  or  had  been  the  matrimonial  domicile  became  irrele- 
vant 

The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Haddock  v.  Haddock 
undoubtedly  came  as  a  great  surprise  to  lawyers  generally,  and 
its  correctness  has  been  questioned  by  many.^ 

It  is  possible  that  the  assertion  made  in  the  dissenting  opinion 
that  the  decision  of  the  Connecticut  court  that  the  wife  had  de- 
serted the  husband,  and  not  he  her,  should  have  been  held  con- 
clusive of  that  fact  in  the  New  York  courts,  may  be  met  by  the 
argument  of  Justice  Peckham's  dissenting  opinion  in  Atherton 

V.  Atherton.  This  was  that  the  court  in  which  the  full  force  and 
credit  of  a  decree  of  divorce  of  a  court  of  another  State  is  de- 
manded, mey  exercise  its  own  judgment  as  to  the  rightfulness  or 
wrongfulness  of  the  separation  of  the  defendant  from  the  com- 
plainant in  order  to  determine  whether  or  not  such  defendant  had 
been  able  to  obtain  a  domicile  apart  from  the  complainant,  and, 
therefore,  whether  or  not  such  defendant  was  properly  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  the  decree;  that,  in  other 
words,  the  decree  of  such  court  is  not  conclusive  upon  this  point 
as  it  goes  to  a  question  of  jurisdiction. 

27  For  acute,  and,  to  the  author's  mind,  destructive  criticisms  of  the  position 
assumed  by  the  majority  of  the  court  in  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  see  articles  by 
J.  H.  Beale,  Jr.,  in  the  Harvard  Law  Review,  XIX,  586,  and  by  H.  A.  Bigtlow 
in  The  Greenhag,  XVIII,  348. 
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But  in  otlier  respects  it  does  appear  tkit  the  prineipJes  laid 
down  by  the  majority  of  tlie  court  in  tiie  Haddock  case  are  open 
to  objection.  Especially  open  to  objection  are  the  following  state- 
ments: that  a  suit  for  divorce  is  to  be  treated  as  a  proeeeding  m 
personam;  that  the  fact  that  the  domicile  of  the  complainant  was 
not  the  original  matrimonial  domicile  is  important;  and,  £nallv^ 
that  a  decree  of  divorce  which  though  not  necessarily  valid  in 
other  jurisdictions  is  valid  in  the  State  where  r^aidered,  and  that 
thus,  the  husband,  though  legally  divorced  in  one  State,  is  still 
married  in  another  State.  The  author  is,  therefore,  inclined  to 
believe  that  ^ther  these  doctrines  will  ultimately  be  overruled, 
or,  if  not,  that  they  will  be  strictly  limited  in  their  application 
to  the  precise  facts  of  the  Haddock  case. 


CHAPTER  Xni. 

EITERSTATE  RELATIONS:  THE  COJIITT  CLAUSE. 

g  99.  Privileges  and  Immunities. 

Article  IV,  Sectioa  2  of  the  Constitution  declares  that  '^  the 
citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and  im- 
munities of  citizens  in  the  several  States."  This  provision  has 
for  its  general  aim  the  prevention  of  arbitrary  and  vexatious  dis- 
criminations by  the  several  States  in  favor  of  their  own  citizens 
and  against  the  citizens  of  other  States.  *^  It  was  undoubtedly  the 
object  of  the  clause  in  question,"  say  the  Supreme  Court  in  Paul 
V.  Virginia,^  *^  to  place  the  citizens  of  each  State  upon  the  same 
footing  with  citizens  of  other  States,  so  far  as  the  advantages  re- 
sulting from  citizenship  in  those  States  are  concerned.  It 
relieves  them  from  the  disabilities  of  alienage  in  other  States; 
it  inhibits  discriminating  legislation  against  them  by  other  States ; 
it  gives  them  the  right  of  free  ingress  into  other  States,  and  egress 
from  them;  it  insures  to  them  in  other  States  the  same  freedom 
possessed  by  the  citizens  of  those  States  in  the  acquisition  and 
enjoyment  of  property  and  in  the  pursuit  of  happiness;  and  it 
secures  to  them  in  other  States  the  equal  protection  of  their  laws. 
It  has  been  justly  said  that  no  provision  in  the  Constitution  has 
tended  so  strongly  to  constitute  the  citizens  of  the  United  States 
one  people  as  this.^  Indeed,  without  some  provision  of  the  kind, 
removing  from  the  citizens  of  each  State  the  disabilities  of  alien- 
age in  the  other,  and  giving  them  equality  of  privilege  with  citi- 
zens of  those  States,  the  Republic  would  have  constituted  little 
more  than  a  league  of  States ;  it  would  not  have  constituted  the 
Union  which  now  exists." 

In  the  early  case  in  the  federal  Circuit  Court  of  Corfield  v. 
Coryell,^  as  has  been  earlier  noted,  Justice  Washington  attempted 

18  Wall.  168;   19  L.  ed.  357. 

?  Citing  Lenimcm  v.  The  People  of  X.  Y.,  20  N.  Y.  607. 

3  4  Wash.  C.  C.  371. 
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a  still  more  particular,  though  not  an  exhaustive,  enumeration  of 
the  privileges  and  immunities  that  are  protected  from  state  dis- 
crimination.* 

Much  of  Justice  Washington's  language  was  obiter,  the  deter- 
mination of  the  enumerated  privileges  and  immunities  not  being 
necessarily  involved  in  the  case.  Many  of  these  rights  have,  how- 
ever, in  subsequent  cases,  been  specifically  passed  upon  and  sus- 
tained,* arid  it  is  believed  that  there  is  not  one  of  them  that  would 
not  be  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court,  in  a  proper  case,  to  be 
beyond  the  discriminating  power  of  the  States.  Thus  in  Ward 
V.  Maryland"  it  was  held  that  a  State  might  not  levy  a  license  tax 
upon  temporary  residents,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  allowing 
them  to  sell  certain  goods.  So  also  the  granting  of  licenses  to 
trade  cannot  be  limited  to  residents.^  Xor  can  a  State,  except  by 
proper  quarantine  and  other  police  regulations,  deny  to  citizens 
of  other  States  free  ingress  and  egress,  or  the  right  to  export  or 
import  property.® 

In  Ward  v,  Maryland  the  court  say:  "Attempt  will  not  be 
made  to  define  the  words  *  privileges  and  immunities,'  or  to 
specify  the  rights  which  they  are  intended  to  secure  and  protect, 
beyond  what  may  be  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case  before 
the  court  Beyond  doubt,  those  words  are  words  of  very  compre- 
hensive meaning,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  to  say  that  the  clause 
plainly  and  unmistakably  secures  and  protects  the  right  of  a 
citizen  of  one  State  to  pass  into  any  other  State  of  the  Union,  for 
the  purpose  of  engaging  in  lawful  commerce,  trade,  or  business, 
without  molestation,  to  /icquire  personal  property,  to  take  and 
hold  real  estate,  to  maintain  actions  in  the  courts  of  the  St-ates, 
and  to  be  exempt  from  any  higher  taxes  or  excises  than  are  im- 

4  See  ante,  p.  179. 

5  See  especially  two  articles  by  W.  S.  Meyers  in  Michigan  Law  Review,  I, 
pp.  286,  364,  entitled  "  The  Privileges  and  Immunities  of  Citizens  in  the 
Several  States." 

6  12  Wall.  418;  20  L.  ed.  449. 
7/w  re  Wilson,  15  Fed.  511. 

8  This  last  is  unconstitutional  as  well  by  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 
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posed  by  the  State  upon  its  own  citizens.  Comprehensive  as  the 
power  of  the  States  is  to  lay  and  collect  taxes  and  excises,  it  is 
nevertheless  dear,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the  power 
cannot  be  exercised  to  any  extent  in  a  manner  forbidden  by  the 
Constitution;  and,  inasmuch  as  the  Constitution  provides  that  the 
citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and  im- 
munities of  citizens  in  the  several  States,  it  follows  that  the  de- 
fendant might  lawfully  sell  or  offer  or  expose  for  sale  within  the 
district  prescribed  in  the  indictment  any  goods  which  the  perma- 
nent residents  of  the  State  might  sell  or  offer  or  expose  for  sale  in 
that  district,  without  being  subjected  to  any  higher  tax  or  excise 
than  that  exacted  by  law  of  such  permanent  residents." 

§  100.  PoUtical  Privileges. 

The  interstate  comity  clause  of  the  federal  Constitution  does 
not  compel  the  several  States  to  grant  to  resident  citizens  of  the 
other  States  immediately  upon  their  entrance  into  the  State  the 
political  privileges  extended  to  their  own  citizens.  This  the  Su- 
preme Court  has  held  from  the  very  beginning  and  has  recently 
reaffirmed  in  the  case  of  Blake  v.  McClung.®  ''A  State,"  says  the 
court  in  that  case,  "  may  by  rule  uniform  in  its  operation  as  to 
citizens  of  the  several  States,  require  residence  within  its  limits 
for  a  given  time  before  a  citizen  of  another  State  who  becomes 
a  resident  thereof  shall  exercise  the  right*  of  suffrage  or  become 
eligible  to  office.  It  has  never  been  supposed  that  regulations  of 
that  character  materially  interfered  with  the  enjoyment  by  citi- 
zens of  each  State  of  the  privileges  and  immunities  secured  by 
the  Constitution  to  citizens  of  the  several  States.  The  Constitu- 
tion forbids  only  such  legislation  affecting  citizens  of  the  respect- 
ive States  as  will  substantially  or  practically  put  a  citizen  of  one 
State  in  a  condition  of  alienage  when  he  is  within  or  removes  to 
another  State,  or  when  asserting  in  another  State  the  rights  that 
commonly  appertain  to  those  who  are  .part  of  the  political  com- 
munity known  as  the  People  of  the  United  States,  by  and  for 
whom  the  Government  of  the  Union  was  ordained  and  estab- 
lished." 

» 172  U.  S.  239;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165;  43  L.  ed.  432. 
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Finally^  it  is  to  be  aaid^  the  several  States  may  impoBe  vapaa 
Don-reftifieuta  audi  special  limitations  and  oUigatioiis  as  are^  in 
aiizk  and  effeet,  not  diacriminative  bat  reaaooakij  neeesBarf  £or 
the  proteetion  of  their  own  eitiaeos  from  fraud^  disease  or  injury 
of  any  aort.  Thua^  aa  an  example,  thon^  the  cidzcstta  of  other 
States  may  not  be  forbidden  to  sue  in  the  oonrts  of  the  State^  tb^ 
may  be  required  to  give  bonds  for  coals  not  eaacted  of  reaiden:t&^'' 

In  connection  with  this  police  power  of  die  States  a  difficult 
question  is  raised  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  laws  condition]]^ 
the  exercise  of  certain  profesaionsy  anch  as  law,  medicine^  and 
dentistry  upon  residence  in  the  State  for  specified  periods  of 
time.  There  is  no  question  but  that  the  State  in  the  legitiniaic 
exercise  of  its  police  power  may  require  evidence  of  good  char- 
acter or  sufficient  technical  attainments  of  all  persons  desiring  to 
practice  these  professions.  A  certain  period  of  residence  in  the 
State  may^  therefore,  possibiy  be  a  proper  reqnir^nent,  in  order 
that  the  applicant's  moral  character  and  general  attainments  may 
be  learned,  but  it  would  seem  that  if  this  required  period  be  made 
imnecessarilr  long,  it  might  be  held  diat  non-residents  are  unduly 
discriminated  against.  We  have,  howerer,  no  cases  in  which  this 
position  has  been  taken* 


§  lOL  Sute  Pn^rietary 

In  McCready  v.  Virginia^^  the  important  limitation  of  the 
clause  was  established  that  a  citizen  of  one  State  is  not,  of  con- 
stitutional right,  entitled  to  share  upon  equal  terms  with  the  citi- 

10  in  Chemung  Canal  Bank  v.  Lowery  (93  U.  S.  72;  2?  L.  ed.  806)  it  was 
held  that  a  Wiscoiiflin  statute  was  not  in  fioliition  of  tke  eq«&l  priyil^iies 
clause  because  it  provided  that  when  a  defendant  to  a  suit  was  out  of  the 
State,  the  statute  of  limitations  should  not  run  against  a  resident  plaintiff, 
but  that  it  should  if  he  were  a  non-resident.  The  court  held  that  this  was  a 
Tf  asonable  proTision.  "  If/'  said  the  conrt,  **  the  statute  does  not  rum  as 
between  non-resident  creditors  and  their  debtors,  it  mi^t  often  happen  that  a 
right  of  action  would  be  extinguished,  perhaps  for  years,  in  the  State  where 
the  parties  reside ;  and  yet,  if  the  defendant  should  be  found  in  Wisconsin,  it 
may  be  only  in  a  railroad  train,  a  suit  conld  be  sprung  upon  him  after  the 
claim  had  been  forgotten.  The  laws  of  Wisconsin  would  thus  be  nsed  as  a 
trap  to  catch  the  unwary  defendant  after  the  laws  which  had  always  governed 
the  case  had  barred  any  recovery."    This  reasoning  seems  hardly  convincing. 

1194  U.  S.  391;  24  L.  ed.  248. 
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aois  of  another  State  those  pxopnetcrj  interests  which  may  be 
said  to  beloiig  generally  to  that  State  as  such.  This  case  involved 
the  ri^t  of  cuhivatiBg  oysters  on  beds  of  the  tide  waters  of  the 
State.  The  court  in  its  opinion  say :  ^"^  We  think  we  may  safely 
hold  that  the  citieens  of  one  State  are  not  invested  by  this  clause 
of  tlie  Constitution  with  any  interest  in  the  common  property  of 
the  citizens  of  another  State."  ^ 

§  102.  Privfleges  of  One  State  Not  Carried  mto  Other  States. 

The  comity  clause  does  not-  entitle  a  citizen  within  his  own 
State  to  privileges  and  immunities  which  may  be  granted  by 
other  States  to  their  citizens.  In  other  words,  it  does  not  require 
that  when  a  right  is  granted  by  any  one  of  the  States  of  the  Union 
to  its  citizens,  it  thereby  becomes  a  right  which  all  the  other 
States  must  grant  to  their  citizens.  This  claim,  extreme  as  it 
may  appear,  was  raised  in  McKane  v.  Durston"  but  negatived 

12  The  opinion  continiies:  ''  If  Virginia  had  by  law  provided  for  the  aak  of 
its  once  vast  public  domain,  and  a  division  of  tin*  proci^ds  among  its  own 
people,  no  one,  we  venture  to  say,  would  contend  that  the  citizens  of  other 
States  had  a  constitutional  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  this  privile^  of  Virginia 
citiienship.  Neither  if,  instead  of  selling,  the  State  bsid  appropriated  the 
same  property  to  be  usetl  as  a  common  by  its  people  for  the  purposes  of 
agriculture,  could  the  citizens  of  other  States  avail  themselves  of  such  a 
privilege.  And  the  reason  is  obvious ;  the  right  thus  granted  is  not  a  privilege 
or  immunity  of  general  but  of  special  citizcnsliip.  It  does  not  'belong  of  right 
to  the  citizens  of  all  free  government,'  but  only  to  the  citizens  of  Virginia,  on 
account  of  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  whivh  they  are  placed.  They,  and 
they  alone,  owned  the  property  to  be  sold  or  used,  and  they  alone  had  the 
power  to  dispose  of  it  as  they  saw  fit.  They  owned  it  not  by  virtue  of  citizen- 
ship merely,  but  of  eitiaenship  and  domicile  luited;  that  is  to  say,  by  virtue 
of  a  citizenship  confined  to  that  particular  locality.  The  planting  of  oysters 
in  the  soil  covered  by  water  owned  in  common  by  the  People  of  tlie  State  is 
not  different  in  principle  from  that  of  planting  com  upon  dry  land  held  in 
the  same  way.  Both  are  for  the  purpose  of  cultivation  and  profit;  and  if  the 
State,  in  the  regulation  of  its  public  domain,  can  grant  to  its  own  citizens 
the  exclusive  use  of  dry  lands,  we  see  no  reason  why  it  may  not  do  the  same 
thing  in  respect  to  such  as  are  covered  by  water.  And  as  all  concede  that  a 
State  may  grant  to  one  of  its  citizens  the  exclusive  nse  of  part  of  the  common 
property,  the  conclusion  would  seem  to  follow,  that  it  might  by  appropriate 
legislation  confine  the  use  of  the  whole  to  its  own  people  alone." 

«153  U.  S.  6S4;  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  913;  38  L.  ed.  867. 
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by  the  court  as  scarcely  worth  an  argument.  "  Whatever  may 
be  the  scope  of  Section  2  of  Article  IV,"  said  the  court,  .  .  . 
"  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  make  the  privi- 
leges and  immunities  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  of  one  State  under 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  that  State,  the  measure  of  the  privi- 
lege and  immunities  to  be  enjoyed,  as  of  right,  by  the  citizens  of 
another  State  under  its  Constitution  and  laws.  ...  A  citation 
of  authorities  upon  the  point  is  unnecessary." 

It  also  scarcely  needs  argument  that  under  this  equal  privi'e^^es 
clause  a  citizen  of  one  State  residing,  or  having  legal  interests  in 
another  State,  may  not  lay  claim  to  privileges  and  immunities 
which  his  own  State  grants  hiin,  but  which  the  other  State  does 
not  grant  to  its  own  citizens. 

In  Paul  V.  Virginia**  the  court  say:  "  The  privileges  and  im- 
munities secured  to  citizens  of  each  State  in  the  several  States, 
by  the  provision  in  question,  are  those  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties which  are  common  to  the  citizens  in  the  latter  States  under 
their  Constitution  and  laws  by  virtue  of  their  being  citizens. 
Special  privileges  enjoyed  by  citizens  in  their  own  States  are 
not  secured  in  other  States  by  this  provision.  It  was  not  in- 
tended by  the  provision  to  give  to  the  laws  of  one  State  any  opera- 
tion in  other  States.  They  can  have  no  such  operation,  except  by 
the  permission,  express  or  implied,  of  those  States." 

§  103.  Corporations  not  Citizens  within  the  Meaning  of  the 
Comity  Clause. 
In  Paul  v.  Virginia  the  doctrine,  never  since  questioned,  was 
laid  down  that  a  corporation  is  not  a  citizen  within  the  meaning 
of  the  term  as  used  in  the  comity  clause.  Inasmuch  as  a  corpora- 
tion is  the  mere  creation  of  local  law,  the  court  declare  it  can 
have  no  legal  existence,  or  right  to  do  business,  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  sovereignty  by  which  it  is  created.  In  other  words,  the 
interstate  comity  clause  of  the  federal  Constitution  does  not  neces- 
sitate the  recognition  by  the  several  States  of  corporations  created 
by  any  of  the  other  States.     "  Having  no  absolute  right  of  recog- 

14  8  WaU.  168;   19  L.  ed.  357. 
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nition  in  other  States,"  the  court  say,  "  but  depending  for  such 
rec(^niiion  and  enforcement  of  its  contracts  upon  their  assent,  it 
follows,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  such  assent  may  be  granted 
upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  those  States  may  think  proper 
to  impose.  They  may  exclude  the  foreign  corporation  entirely, 
they  may  restrict  its  business  to  particular  localities,  or  they  may 
exact  such  security  for  the  performance  of  its  contracts  with  their 
citizens  as  in  their  judgment  will  best  promote  the  public  in- 
terest.   The  whole  matter  rests  in  their  discretion." 

This  principle  of  state  omnipotence  when  dealing  with  the  cor- 
porations of  other  States  is,  however,  limited  in  three  vory  im- 
portant respects.  In  so  far  as  such  corporations  are  engaged  in 
the  conduct  of  interstate  commerce  thev  mav  not  be  controlled, 
the  regulation  of  this  subject  being  exclusively  a  federal  concern; 
they  may  not  be  deprived  of  property  without  due  process  of  law 
or  denied  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws ;  and  the  obligation  of 
contracts  entered  into  with  them  may  not  be  impaired.^' 

An  instructive  construction  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  comity 
clause  in  its  application  to  corporations  is  to  be  found  in  the  case 
of  Blake  v.  McClung,^®  decided  in  1898.  In  that  case  was  held 
unconstitutional  an  act  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  which  provided 
that  resident  creditors  of  mining  and  manufacturing  corporations 
chartered  in  other  States,  and  doing  business  in  the  State  of 
Tennessee  should  have  "  a  priority  in  the  distribution  of  assets, 
or  subjection  to  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  payment  of 
debts  over  all  simple  contract  creditors,  being  residents  of  any 
other  country  or  countries."  After  calling  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  court  had  never  attempted  to  give  an  exact  or  compre- 
hensive definition  of  the  clause  "  privileges  and  immunities  "  but 
had  deemed  it  "  safe,  and  more  in  accordance  with  the  duty  of 
a  judicial  tribunal,  to  leave  its  meaning  to  be  determined  in  each 
case,  upon  a  view  of  the  particular  rights  asserted  and  denied 
therein,"  the  court  nevertheless  goes  on  to  quote  with  approval 

15  These  limitations  wiU  be  more  fuUy  treated  in  later  chapters. 
i«  172  U.  S.  239;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165;  43  L.  ed.  432. 
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the  enumeration  of  Justice  Waahington  in  Corfidd  v.  Corydl, 
and  that  given  in  the  opinion  of  the  eourt  in  Paul  ▼•  Virginia  and 
Ward  V.  Maryland.  The  opinion  then  continues:  "  Theae  prin- 
ciples hare  not  been  modified  by  any  subsequent  decision  of  this 
court*  The  foundation  upon  which  the  aboTe  cases  rest  cannot, 
however,  stand,  if  it  be  adjudged  to  be  in  the  power  of  one  State, 
when  establishing  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  private  business 
of  a  particular  kind,  to  give  its  own  citizens  essential  pririleges 
connected  with  that  business  which  it  denies  to  citizens  of  other 
States.  By  the  statute  in  question  the  British  company  was  to  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  corporation  of  Tennessee,  with  authority 
to  carry  on  its  business  in  that  State.  It  was  the  right  of  citizens 
of  Tennessee  to  deal  with  it,  as  it  was  their  right  to  deal  with 
corporations  created  by  Tennessee.  And  it  was  equally  the  right 
of  citizens  of  other  States  to  deal  with  that  corporation.  The 
State  did  not  assume  to  declare,  even  if  it  could  legally  have  de- 
clared, that  that  company,  being  admitted  to  do  business  in 
Tennessee,  should  transact  business  only  with  citizens  of  Tennes- 
see, or  should  not  transact  business  with  citizens  of  other  States. 
Xo  one  would  question  the  right  of  the  individual  plaintiffs  in 
error,  although  not  residents  of  Tennessee,  to  sell  their  goods  to 
that  corporation  upon  such  terms  in  respect  of  pajTuent  as  might 
be  agreed  upon,  and  to  ship  them  to  the  corporation  at  its  place  of 
business  in  that  State.  But  the  enjo;^Tnent  of  these  rights  is  ma- 
terially obstructed  by  the  statute  in  question;  for  that  statute,  by 
its  necessary  operation,  excludes  citizens  of  other  States  from 
transacting  business  with  that  corporation  upon  terms  of  equality 
with  citizens  of  .Tennessee.  We  hold  such  discrimination  against 
citizens  of  other  States  to  be  repugnant  to  the  second  section  of 
the  fourth  article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  al- 
though generally  speaking,  the  State  has  the  power  to  prescribe 
the  conditions  upon  which  foreign  corporations  may  enter  into 
its  territory  for  purposes  of  business.  Such  a  power  cannot  be 
exerted  with  the  effect  of  defeating  or  impairing  rights  secured  to 
citizens  of  the  several  States  by  the  supreme  law  of  the  land. 
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Indeed,  all  the  powers  possessed  by  a  State  must  be  exercised  con- 
sistently with  the  privileges  and  immunities  granted  or  protected 
bv  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States."  '^ 

n  Chief  Justice  FuUer  and  JiMtioe  Brewer  dis«ented.  For  later  decisions 
with  reference  to  the  conditions  that  the  States  may  couutitutionally  imjx^se 
upon  foreign  corporatioiiB,  see  Blake  v.  McClung.  176  U.  S.  64;  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  307;  44  L.  ed.  371;  Sully  v.  American  Natkwal  Bank,  178  U.  8.  280; 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  935;  44  L.  ed.  1072;  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Texas,  177 
U.  S.  28;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  518;  44  L.  ed.  657;  Orient  Insurance  Co.  v.  Daggs, 
172  U.  8.  557;  19  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  281;  43  L.  ed.  552;  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Kansas, 
216  U.  8.  1;  30  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  190;  Puilnuui  Co.  v.  Kansas,  216  U.  S.  50;  30 
Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  232. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

INTERSTATE  RELATIONS ;  EXTRABITION. 

§  104.  Interstate  Extradition. 

The  Constitution  provides  that  **  a  person  charged  in  any  State 
with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  justice, 
and  be  found  in  another  State,  shall  on  demand  of  the  executive 
authority  of  the  State  from  which  he  fled,  be  delivered  up  to  be 
removed  to  the  State  having  jurisdiction  of  the  crime."  ^ 

In  the  case  of  Kentucky  v.  Dennison,^  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  1860,  the  respective  powers  and  duties  of  the  State  and 
Federal  Governments  in  respect  to  the  extradition  of  criminals, 
came  up  for  adjudication.  Congress  had  passed  a  law  declaring 
that,  upon  request  from  the  State  from-  which  the  fugitive  has 
escaped,  "  it  shall  b>  the  duty  of  the  executive  authority  of  the 
State  "  to  cause  the  fugitive  to  be  seized  and  delivered  to  the  agent 
of  the  demanding  State.  Dennison,  the  governor  of  Ohio,  refused 
the  request  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  to  surrender  a 
fugitive  from  her  borders.  Thereupon  a  mandamus  was  asked 
from  the  federal  court  to  compel  him  to  do  so.  This  writ  the 
Supreme  Court  in  a  unanimous  opinion  refused  to  issue,  the  argu- 
ment of  Taney,  who  prepared  the  opinion  of  the  court,  being  as 
follows :  The  duty  of  providing  by  law  the  regulations  necessary 
for  carrying  into  effect  this  right  to  extradition  manifestly  be- 
longs to  Congress.  ''  For,"  said  Taney,  "  if  it  was  left  to  the 
States,  each  might  require  different  proof  to  authenticate  the 
judicial  proceedings  upon  which  the  demand  was  founded." 
Furthermore,  Taney  declared,  the  duty  that  is  laid  upon  the 
governors  of  States  by  the  Constitution  and  by  the  laws  that  Con- 
gress had  passed  regulating  the  subject  is  a  mere  ministerial  duty, 
and,  therefore,  one  the  performance  of  which  may  ordinarily  be 

1  Art.  IV,  Sec.  2,  CI.  2. 

3  24  How.  66;  16  L.  ed.  717. 
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compelled  by  the  courts.  Continuing  he  held  that  the  clause  in 
question  by  the  use  of  the  words  "  treason,  felony  or  other  crime," 
properly  included  every  act  forbidden  and  made  punishable  by  a 
State,  and  did  not  leave  to  the  governor  of  a  State  to  which  a 
fugitive  from  justice  might  flee,  the  right  to  refuse  to  surrender 
him  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  in  question  was  not  one  made 
punishable  by  the  law  of  the  State  of  which  he  was  the  chief 
executive.  **  The  argument  on  behalf  of  the  governor  of  Ohio," 
said  Taney,  "  which  insists  upon  excluding  from  this  clause  new 
offenses  created  by  a  statute  of  the  State  and  growing  out  of  its 
local  institutions,  and  which  are  not  admitted  to  be  offenses  in 
the  State  where  the  fugitive  is  found,  nor  so  regarded  by  the  gen- 
eral usage  of  civilized  nations,  would  render  the  clause  useless 
for  any  practical  purpose.  For  where  can  the  line  of  division 
be  drawn  with  anything  like  certainty  ?  Who  is  to  mark  it  ?  The 
governor  of  the  demanding  State  would  probably  draw  one  line, 
and  the  governor  of  the  other  State  another.  And  if  they  dif- 
fered, who  is  to  decide  between  th^ra  ?  Under  such  a  vague  and 
indefinite  construction,  the  article  would  not  be  a  bond  of  peace 
and  union,  but  a  constant  source  of  controversy  and  irritating 
discussion.  It  would  have  been  far  better  to  omit  it  altogether, 
and  to  have  left  it  to  the  comity  of  the  States,  and  their  own 
sense  of  their  respective  interests,  than  to  have  inserted  it  as  con- 
ferring a  right  and  yet  defining  that  right  so  lOosely  as  to  make 
it  a  never  failing  subject  of  dispute  and  ill  will."  Also,  he  de- 
clared, it  is  certain  that  the  words  "  it  shall  be  the  duty  "  when 
employed  in  the  ordinary  acts  of  legislation,  imply  an  assertion 
of  the  right  to  command  and  coerce  obedience.  ''  But,"  said 
Taney,  "  looking  to  the  subject-matter  of  this  law,  and  the  rela- 
tions which  the  United  States  and  the  several  States  bear  to  each 
other,  the  court  is  of  opinion  the  words  'it  shall  be  the  duty' 
were  not  used  as  mandatory  and  coinpulsorv,  but  as  declaratory 
of  the  moral  duty  which  this  command  created,  when  Congress 
had  provided  the  mode  of  carrying  it  into  execution.  The  act 
does  not  provide  any  means  to  compel  the  execution  of  this  duty, 
nor  inflict  any  punishment  for  neglect  or  refusal  on  the  part  of 
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the  executive  of  the  State;  nor  is  there  any  clause  or  provisiaii  in 
the  Confititution  wliieh  anus  the  government  of  the  United  States 
with  thifi  }x>wer.  Indeed,  such  a  power  would  place  ererj  State 
under  the  control  and  dominion  of  the  General  Government,  even 
in  the  administration  of  its  internal  oonoems  and  reserved  rights. 
And  we  think  it  clear  that  the  Pederal  Government,  nnder  the 
Constitution,  has  no  power  to  impose  on  a  state  o^er,  as  such, 
any  duty  whate\^er,  and  compel  him  to  perform  it.  .  .  .  It  is 
true  that  Congress  may  authorize  a  particular  state  officer  to  per- 
form a  particular  duty;  but  if  he  declines  to  do  so,  it  does  not 
follow  that  he  may  be  coerced  or  punished  for  his  refusaL^ 

There  have  since  been  a  number  of  occasions  in  which  a  gov- 
ernor of  one  State  has  refused  the  extradition  of  a  person  found 
within  its  borders  and  who  had  admittedly  come  from  the  State 
which  asked  for  his  return.  A  notable  instance  was  the  refusal 
of  the  governor  of  Indiana  to  permit  the  extradition  of  ex- 
Governor  Taylor  of  Kentucky  who  was  indicted  in  tkte  latter  State 
as  having  been  a  party  to  the  murder  of  Governor  GoebeL 

§  105.  Extradition  by  the  States  of  the  Union  to  Foreign  States. 

In  1S40  the  Suj>reme  Court  was  called  upon  to  pass  upon  the 
question  whether  it  lies  within  the  constitutional  power  of  the 
individual  States  of  the  Union  to  surrender  fugitives  from  justice 
to  a  foreign  government.^  This  point  the  court  found  it  so  diffi- 
cult to  decide  that,  after  holding  it  under  advisement  for  a  long 
time,  it  divided  equally  and  was,  therefore,  unable  to  raider  an 
opinion  as  tlie  opinion  of  the  court,  though,  according  to  its  prac- 
tice in  such  cases,  it  affiimed  the  decision  of  the  court  below. 
Taney  in  his  individual  opinion  took  the  ground  that  the  surren- 
der of  fugitives  from  justice  is  a  matter  that  properly  falls  within 
the  general  field  of  international  relations,  and  that  the  control 
of  this  field  being  exclusively  vested  in  the  Federal  Government, 
the  States  are  absolutely  excluded  therefrom,  and,  therefore,  can- 
not, constitutionally,  ej^ercise  the  right  of  extraditing  to  foreign 
countries  fugitives  from  them  to  their  own  territories.      ^'  The 

3  Holmes  v.  JennisoTi,  14  Pet.  540;  10  L.  ed.  579. 
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power  in  question,"  he  declared,  ^'  from  its  nature,  cannot  be  a 
concurrent  one,  to  be  exercised  both  by  the  States  and  the  General 
Government.  It  must  belong,  excluisively,  to  the  one  or  the 
other."  With  Taney  agreed  Story,  McLean,  and  Wayne.  Thomp- 
son, Barber  and  Catron,  however,  in  their  opinions,  took  the  view, 
that  the  action  of  the  governor  of  Vermont  was  not  subject  to 
examination  upon  the  part  of  the  federal  court,  because  there  then 
existed  no  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  country  to 
which  the  prisoner  was  to  be  extradited,  which  the  governor's 
action  could  be  said  to  violate.  Baldwin  in  a  separate  opinion 
sustained  the  power  of  the  State  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  a 
legitimate  exercise  of  its  police  power  to  obtain  riddance  of  an 
undesirable  inhabitant. 

It  would  seem  that  the  law  upon  this  point  remained  in  this 
unsettled  state  until  1886  when,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Rauschef*  the  Supreme  Court  declared,  without  dissent,  that 
**  there  can  be  little  doubt  of  the  soundness  of  the  opinion  of  Chief 
Justice  Taney,  that  the  power  exercised  by  the  governor  of  Ver- 
mont is  a  part  of  the  foreign  intercourse  of  this  country  which 
has  nndoubtedly  been  conferred  upon  the  Tederal  Government; 
and  that  it  is  clearly  included  in  the  treaty-making  power  and  the 
corresponding  power  of  appointing  and  receiving  ambassadors  and 
other  public  ministers.  There  is  no  necessity  for  the  States  to 
enter  upon  the  relations  with  foreign  nations  which  are  neces- 
sarily implied  in  the  extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice  found 
within  the  limits  of  the  State,  as  there  is  none  why  they  should 
in  their  own  name  make  demand  upon  foreign  nations  for  the 
sxtrrender  of  such  fugitives.  At  this  time  of  day,  and  after  the 
repeated  examinations  which  have  been  made  by  this  court  into 
the  powers  of  the  Federal  Government  to  deal  with  all  such  inter- 
national questions  exclusively,  it  can  hardly  be  admitted  that,  even 
in  the  absence  of  treaties  or  acts  of  Congress  on  the  subject,  the 
extradition  of  a  fugitive  from  justice  can  become  the  subject  of 
negotiations  between  a  State  of  this  Union  and  a  foreign 
government'' 


*  119  U.  S.  407;  7  Sup.  Cl.  Rep.  234;  30  L.  ed.  425. 
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This    question   may    probably   be   now   considered    definiter     ^1 
settled,  but  it  is  interesting  to  observe  that  the  declaration  se— ^^' 
tling  it  was,  after  b11,  a  pure  dictum,  the  point  not  being  involve;^^^^ 
in  the  case  in  which  it  was  made. 

A  number  of  decisions  have  held  that  the  asylum  State  ma^-^^^y 
satisfy  the  demands  of  its  own  laws  before  surrendering  a  fug^^-*^* 
tive  to  the  State  from  which  he  has  fled.     **  When  a  demand  J  ^* 

properly  made  by  the  governor  of  one  State  upon  the  governor  o  *^  ^^ 
another,  the  duty  to  surrender  is  not  absolute  and  unqualifie^-^^-*^* 
It  depends  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  If  the  laws  o  *  ^* 
the  latter  case  have  been  put  in  force  against  the  fugitive,  am::^^-^*^^ 
he  is  imprisoned  there,  the  demands  of  those  laws  may  first  )f  '  °® 
satisfied."  « 

§  106.  Auxiliary  Legislation  by  the  States. 

The  power  of  Congress  by  legislation  to  render  eflFective  ilg:f^^^^ 
extradition  clause  is  not  exclusive,  and  does  not,  therefore,  excludfc^^  ® 
the  power  of  the  State  to  enact  measures  auxiliary  thereto.  Ii^^^-^^' 
deed,  such  additional  legislation  is,  in  general,  necessary,  as,  to^^^^  ^^^ 
example,  laws  for  inquiry  into  the  fact  whether  the  persoic^^^^ 
demanded  was  actually,  and  not  constructively,  within  the  Stat 
claiming  him,  when  the  offense  charged  was  committed.® 

§  107.  Judicial  Examination  of  Elxtradition  Proceedings. 

"  Upon  the  executive  of  the  State  rests  the  responsibility  o: 
determining,  in  some  l^al  mode,  whether  [the  one  claimed] 
a  fugitive  of  the  demanding  State.     He  does  not  fail  in  duty  i 
he  makes  it  a  condition  precedent  to  the  surrender  of  the  accuseA 
that  it  be  shown  to  him,  by  competent  proof,  that  the  accused  is^ 
in  fact,  a  fugitive  from  the  justice  of  the  demanding  State."  ^ 

6  Taylor  v.  Taintor,  16  Wall.  366;  21  L.  ed.  287. 

*  Ex  parte  McKean,  3  Hughes  (U.  S.)>  23;  Ew  parte  Ammons,  34  Ohio 
St.  518.    See  3  Fed  Statutes  Annotated,  79,  note. 

TEsD  parte  Reggel,  114  U.  S.  642;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1148;  29  L.  ed.  250.  In- 
dependent proof  apart  from  its  requisition  papers  that  the  accused  is  a  fugitive 
from  justice  need  not,  however,  be  demanded  by  the  governor  of  the  surrender- 
ing State.    Pettibone  v.  Nichols,  203  U.  S.  192. 
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The  governor  cannot  be  compelled  by  judicial  process,  state  or 
leral,  to  take  action,  but  where  he  has  acted,  his  action  may  be 
^^bquired  into  by  the  courts.    Thus  in  Roberts  v.  Reilly*  the  court 
d^j:     "  The  Act  of  Congress  (§  5278,  R.  S.)  makes  it  the  duty 
of  the  executive  authority  of  the  State  to  which  such  person  lias 
fled,   to  cause  the  arrest  of  the  alleged  fugitive  from  justice, 
whenever  the  executive   authority  of  any  State  demands  such 
person  as  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and  produces  a  copy  of  an 
indictment  found  or  affidavit  made  before  a  magistrate  of  any 
State,  charging  the  person  demanded  with  having  committed  the 
crime  therein,  certified  as   authentic  by  the  governor  or  chief 
Magistrate  of  the  State  from  whence  the  person  so  charged  has 
fled.      It  must  appear,  therefore,  to  the  governor  of  the  State 
to  whom  such  a  demand  is  presented,  before  he  can  lawfully  com- 
ply with  it;   first,   that  the   person   demanded   is   substantially 
charged  with  a  crime  against  the  laws  of  a  State  from  whose 
justice  he  is  allied  to  have  fled,  by  an  indictment  or  an  affidavit, 
certified  as  authentic  by  the  governor  of  the  State  making  the 
demand ;  and  second,  that  the  person  demanded  is  a  fugitive  from 
the  justice  of  the  State  the  executive  authority  of  which  makes 
the  demand.    The  first  of  these  prerequisites  is  a  question  of  law 
and  is  always  open  upon  the  face  of  the  papers  to  judicial  inquiry, 
on  an  application  for  a  discharge  under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
The  second  is  a  question  of  fact,  which  the  governor  of  the  State 
upon  whom  the  demand  is  made  must  decide,  upon  such  evidence 
as  he  may  deem  satisfactory.     How  far  his  decision  may  be 
viewed  judicially  in  proceedings  in  habeas  corpus,  or  whether  it 
is  not  conclusive,  are  questions  not  settled  by  harmonious  judi- 
cial decisions,  nor  by  any  authoritative  judgment  of  this  court. 
It  is  conceded  that  the  determination  of  the  fact  by  the  executive 
of  the  State  in  issuing  his  warrant  of  arrest,  upon  a  demand  made 
on  that  ground,  whether  the  writ  contains  a  recital  of  an  express 
finding  to  that  effect  or  not,  must  be  regarded  as  sufficient  to 
justify  the  removal  until  the  presumption  in  its  favor  is  over- 
thrown  by  contrary  proof."  «  

•  116  U.  S.  80;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  291;  29  L.  cd.  544. 

•  See  also  Hyatt  v.  New  York,  188  U.  S.  691;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep    456;  47 
L.  ed.  S57. 
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*  ^  108. .  Ahductiion  ^axid  Forcible  Return  of  Fiigitives  from  Justice. 
It  lias  been  decided^^  that  where  a  fugitive  Jaas  been  forcibly 
abducted,  ^without  being  extradited,  from  a  State  to  which  Jhe  had 
fled  to  the  State  from  which  he  had  fled,  neither  the  Federal 
Government,  nor  the  State  whose  peace  has  thus  been  yiolated,  nor 
the  abducted  one,  has  legal  redress,  unless,  indeed,  the  governor 
of  the  "fitate  to  which  he  has  been  taken  is  willing  to  return  him, 
jmd  to  extradite  the  persons  participating  in  the  abduction.  The 
^caae  of  Maljon  grew  out  of  the  following  facts.  Mahon,  charged 
iwith  murder  in  the  State  of  Kentucky,  fled  to  West  Virginia. 
During  a  correspondence  between  the  governors  of  the  two  States 
Tegarding  extradition,  he  was  forcibly  abducted  from  the  latter 
Stale  and  taken  to  the  former  St^te,  and  there  confined  in  jail 
.pending  his  trial  for  murder.  1  hereupon  the -governor  of  AYest 
Virginia,  on  behalf,  of  that  State,  presented  in  a  District  Court 
'of  the  United  States  a  petition  stating  these  facts,  and  adding 
riiat  -he  had  made  a  requisition  upon  the  governor  of  Kentucky 
that  ilahon  be  released  and  returned  to  West  Virginia,  but  that 
such  requisition  had  been  refusetl.  Therefore,  a  writ  of  habeas 
corfms  was  prayed  directed  to  the  keeper  of  the  jail  where  Mahon 
'^was  confined.  A  similar  petition  was  filed  by  Mahon  himself. 
Upon  return  of  the  writ  the  motion  for  discharge  was  denied  by 
the  court ;  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  order 
of  the  lower  court  was  affirmed;  and  from  this  order  an  apj^eal 
was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court.  In  its  opinion,  affirming  the 
action  of  the  lower  tribunals,  the  Supreme  Court  say:  '^  If  the 
States  of  the  Union  were  possessed  of  an  absolute  sovereignty, 
instead  of  a  limited  one,  they  could  demand  of  each  other  repara- 
tion for  an  unlawful  invasion  of  their  territorv  and  the  surrender 

t.' 

•of  parties  abducte^l,  and  of  parties  committing  the  o flense,  and  in 
case  of  refusal  to  comply  with  the  demand,  could  resort  to 
reprisals,  or  take  any  other  measures  that  they  might  deem  neces- 
sary as  redress  for  the  past  and  security  for  the  future.  But  the 
iStates  of  the  Union  are  not  aljsolutelv  sovereim.  Their  sever- 
eignty  is  qualified  and  limited  by  the  conditions  of  the  federal 

^—  M_ I  M  II  IIBI     ■     ^^        ■     ■  I  ^ -  _  _■  .  ■  _      ^— 

10  Mahon  v.  Justice,  1^7  U.  S.  700;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1204;  32  L.  ed.  283. 
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Constitntion.  They  cannot  declare  war  or  authorize  reprisals  on 
other  States.  Their  ability  to  prevent  the  forcible  abduction  of 
persons  from  their  territory  consists  solely  in  their  power  to  pun* 
ish  all  violations  of  their  criminal  laws  committed  within  it, 
whether  by  their  own  citizens  or  by  the  citizens  of  other  States. 

If  such  violators  have  escaped  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
State  invaded,  their  surrender  can  be  secured  upon  proper  demand 
on  the  executive  of  the  State  to  which  they  have  fled.  The  sur- 
render of  the  fugitives  in  such  cases,  to  the  State  whose  laws 
have  been  violated,  is  the  only  aid  provided  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  for  the  pimiahment  of  depredations  and  violence 
committed  in  one  State  by  intruders  and  lawless  bands  from 
another  State.  The  offenses  committed  by  such  parties  are  against 
the  State;  and  the  laws  of  the  tJnited  States  merely  provide  the 
means  by  which  their  presence  can  be  secur-^d  in  case  they  have 
fled  from  its  justice.  Xo  mode  is  provided  by  which  a  person 
unlawfully  abducted  from  one  State  to  another  can  be  restored 
to  the  State  from  which  he  was  taken,  if  held  upon  any  process 
of  law  for  offenses  against  the  State  to  which  he  has  been,  carried. 
If  not  thus  held  he  can,  like  any  other  person  deprived  of  his 
liberty,  obtain  his  release  on  habeas  corpus.  AVhether  Congress 
might  not  pro\4de  for  the  compulsory  restoration  to  the  State  of 
parties  wrongfully  abducted  from  its  territory  upon  application 
of  the  parties,  or  of  the  State,  and  whether  such  provision  would 
not  greatly  tend  to  the  public  peace  along  the  borders  of  the  several 
States,  are  not  matters  for  present  consideratiom  It  is  sufficient 
now  that  no  means  for  such  redress  through  the  courts  of  the 
United  States  have  as  yet  been  provided."  ^^ 

11  Justice  Bradley  was  not  convinced  by  this  argument.  He  said:  "'I  di»- 
sent  from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  this  case.  In  my  opinion,  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  was  properly  issued,  and  the  prisoner,  Mahon,  should  hav<e  bces] 
discharged  and  permitted  to  return  to  West  Virginia.  He  was  kidnapped  and 
carried  into  Kentucky  in  plain  violation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  is  detained  there  in  continued  violation  thereof.  It  is  trae,  ho  is 
charged  with  having  committed  a  crime  in  Kentucky.  But  the  Constitntion 
provides  a  peaeeftble  remedy  for  procuring  the  surrender  of  persomi  charged, 
with]  crime  and  fleeing: into  another  State.  This  provision  of  the  Constrtntion: 
has  two  objects;  the  procuring  possession  of  the  offender^,  and  the  prev«Dtioa: 
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In  Pettibone  v.  Kichols^^  the  court  held  that  because  the  sur- 
rendered one  had  been  given  no  opportunity  at  the  time  of  his 
arrest  to  test  in  the  courts  of  the  surrendering  State  the  legality 
of  the  extradition,  no  federal  right  had  been  violated.  *'  That 
he  had  no  reasonable  opportunity  to  present  these  facts  before 
being  taken  from  Colorado,"  said  the  court,  **  constitutes  no  legal 
reason  why  he  should  be  discharged  from  the  custody  of  the 
Idaho  authorities.  Xo  obligation  was  imposed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  States  upon  the  agent  of  Idaho  to  so 

of  irritation  between  the  States,  which  might  arise  from  giving  asylum  to 
each  other's  criminals,  and  from  violently  invading  each  other's  territory  to 
capture  them.  It  clearly  implies  that  there  shall  be  no  resort  to  force  for  this 
purpose.  The  Constitution  has  abrogated,  and  the  States  have  surrendered,  all 
right  to  obtain  redress  from  each  other  by  force.  The  Constitution  was  made 
to  'establish  justice'  and  'insure  domestic  tranquillity;'  and  to  attain  this 
end  as  between  the  States  themselves,  the  judicial  power  was  extended  '  to 
controversies  between  two  or  more  States,*  and  they  were  enjoined  to  deliver 
up  to  each  other  fugitives  from  justice  when  demanded,  and  even  fugitives 
from  service.  This  manifest  care  to  provide  peaceable  means  of  redress  between 
them  is  utterly  irreconcilable  with  any  right  to  redress  themselves  by  force 
and  violence;  and,  of  course,  what  is  unconstitutional  for  the  States  is  uncon- 
stitutional for  their  citizens.  ...  A  requisition  would  not  apply.  That  is 
provided  for  by  the  extradition  of  fugitives  from  justice.  It  would  apply  for 
the  delivery  up  of  the  kidnappers,  but  not  for  the  restoration  of  their  victim. 
It  is  a  special  constitutional  remedy,  addressed  by  the  executive  of  one  State  to 
the  executive  of  another,  imposing  a  constitutional  duty  of  extradition  when 
properly  made  in  a  proper  case.  But  the  present  case  is  a  different  one.  It 
is  not  the  surrender  of  a  fugitive  from  justice  which  is  sought,  but  the  sur- 
render of  a  citizen  unconstitutionally  abducted  and  held  in  custody.  There 
must  be  some  remedy  for  such  a  wrong.  It  cannot  be  that  the  States,  in 
surrendering  their  right  of  obtaining  redress  by  military  force  and  reprisals, 
have  no  remedy  whatever.  It  was  suggested  by  the  counsel  that  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  might  sue  the  State  of  Kentucky  for  damages.  This  suggestion 
could  not  have  been  seriously  made.  No;  the  remedy  adopted  was  the  proper 
one.  Habeas  corpus  is  not  only  the  proper  legal  remedy,  but  a  most  salutary 
one.  It  is  calculated  to  allay  strife  and  irritation  between  the  States  by 
securing  a  judicial  and  peaceful  decision  of  the  controversy." 

In  Ker  v.  Illinois  (110  U.  S.  436;  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  225;  30  L.  ed.  421)  the 
plaintiff  urged  that  in  violation  of  law  he  had  been  seized  in  a  foreign  country 
and  forcibly  brought  against  his  will  into  the  United  States,  in  violation  of  a 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the  foreign  country,  and  in  violation  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  The  court  held,  in  a  unanimous  opinion,  that 
notwithstanding  the  illegal  methods  pursued  in  bringing  the  accused  within 
the  State,  there  had  ^een  no  violation  of  a  federal  right. 

12  203  U.  S.  192;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  Ill;  61  L.  ed.  148. 
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time  the  arrest  of  the  petitioner,  and  so  con3uct  his  deportation 
from  Colorado  as  to  afford  him  a  convenient  opportunity  before 
some  judicial  tribunal  sitting  in  Colorado,  to  test  the  question 
whether  he  was  a  fugitive  from  justice,  and,  as  such,  liable,  under 
the  act  of  Congress,  to  be  conveyed  to  Idaho  for  trial  there.' ' 

In  this  case  it  was  decided  also  that  the  fact  that  the  ill^al 
abduction  from  the  State  was  by  persons  acting  under  the  author- 
ity of  that  State  did  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
doctrine  laid  down  in  the  Mahon  case.^ 

§  100.  Trial  for  Offenses  Other  than  Those  for  which  Extradited. 

In  United  States  v.  Rauscher^*  was  considered  the  question 
whether  a  fugitive  extradited  from  a  foreign  country  in  pursuance 
of  a  treaty  between  that  country  and  the  United  States  covering 
the  crime  charged,  could,  after  coming  into  the  custody  of  the 
United  States,  be  tried  upon  another  minor  offense  not  covered  by 
the  treaty.    The  court  held  that  he  could  not  be." 

In  Lascelles  v.  Georgia,^®  however,  it  was  held  that,  as  to 
fugitives  from  one  State  of  the  Union  to  another,  this  may  be 
done.  "  The  fallacy  of  the  argument  [that  this  may  not  be 
done],"  said  the  court,  "  lies  in  the  assumption  that  the  States 
of  the  Union  occupy  toward  each  other,  in  respect  to  fugitives 
from  justice,  the  relation  of  foreign  nations,  in  the  same  sense 
in  which  the  General  Government  stands  toward  independent 
sovereignties  on  that  subject ;  and  in  the  further  assumption  that 
a  fugitive  from  justice  acquires  in  the  State  to  which  he  may 
flee  some  state  or  personal  right  to  protection,  improperly  called 
a  right  of  asylum,  which  secures  to  him  exemption  from  trial 
and  punishment  for  a  crime  committed  in  another  State,  unless 
such  crime  is  made  the~special  object  or  ground  of  his  rendition. 
.  .  .  The  sole  object  of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  and 
act  of  Congress  to  carry  it  into  effect  is  to  secure  the  surrender 

of  persons  accused  of  crime  who  have  fled  from  the  justice  of  a 

—  —  — 

Injustice  McKenna  dissented  as  to  ibis. 
"  119  U.  S.  407;  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  234;  30  L.  ed.  425. 

15  Chief  Justice  Waite  dissented.     See  also  Cosgrove  v.  Winney,  174  U.  S. 
64;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  598;  43  L.  ed.  897. 

i«  148  U.  S.  537 ;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  687 ;  37  L.  ed.  549. 
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State,  whose  laws  tliey  are  charged  with  violating.     Xeither  tJ^® 
Constitution,  nor  the  act  of  Congress  providing  for  the  renditiC:^^ 
of  fugitives  upon  proper  requisition  being  made,  confers,  eitlp-  ^^ 
expressly  or  by  implication,  any  right  or  privilege  upon  su 
fugitives  under  and  by  virtue  of  which  they  can  assert,  in  tl 
State  to  which  they  are  returned,  exemption  from  trial  for 
criminal  act  done  therein."  ^^ 


§  110.  Who  is  a  "  Fugitive.'^ 

"  To  be  a  fugitive  from  justice  ...  it  is  not  necessary  tha 
the  party  charged  should  have  left  the  State  in  which  the^  crim^  ^ 
is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  after  an  indictment  found,  oe^^ 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  prosecution  anticipated  or  begun,^  ^ 
but  simply  that,  having  within  a  State  committee!  that  which  by^^ 
its  laws  constitutes  a  crime,  when  h(^  sought  to  be  subjected  to    ^ 

■      _  ^ L w ■_-■  ■       I  -      ■  —  T 

17 The  opinion  continues:  The  case  of  United  States  v.  Rauscher  has  no 
application  to  tlie  question  under  conbideration.  because  it  proceeded  upon  the 
ground  of  a  right  given  impliedly  by  the  terms  of  a  treaty  between  the 
Unit(Ml  States  and  Great  Britain,  as  w<ll  as  expressly  by  the  acts  of  Congress 
in  the  case  of  a  fugitive  surrendered  to  the  United  States  by  a  foreign  nation. 
That  treaty  which  specified  the  offenses  that  were  extraditable,  and  the  statutes 
of  the  United  States  passed  to  carry  it  and  other  like  treaties  into  effect,  con* 
stituti^'d  tlie  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  were  construed  to  exempt  the 
extradited  fugitive  from  trial  for  any  other  offense  than  that  mentioned  in 
the  demand  for  surrender.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  or  statutes 
of  the  United  States  in  reference  to  interstate  rendition  of  fugitives  from: 
justice  which  can  be  regarded  as  establisliing  any  compact  between  the  States 
of  the  Union,  such  as  the  Ashburton  treaty  contains,  limiting 'their  operation 
to  particular  or  designated  offrns^es.  On  the  contrary,  the  provisions  of  the 
organic  and  statutory  law  embrace  crimes  and  offenses  of  every  character  and 
description  punishable  by  the  laws  of  the  State  wliere  the  forbidden  acts  are 
committed.  It  is  questionable  wliether  the  States  could  constitutionally  enter 
into  any  agreement  or  stipulation  witli  each  other  for  the  purpose  of  defining 
or  limiting  the  offenses  for  whicli  fugitives  would  or  should  be  surrendered; 
But  it  is  settled  by  the  decision  of  this  court  that,  except  in  the  case  of  a 
fugitive  surrendered  by  a  foreign  g;)vornn;ent,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Con- 
stitution, treaties,  or  laws  of  tlie  United  States  which  exempts  an  offender, 
bi ought  before  the  courts  of  a  State  for  an  offense  against  its  laws,  from  trial 
and  punishment,  even  though  brought  from  another  State  by  unlawful  violence 
or  by  abuse  of  legal  process."  Citing  Kor.  v.  Illinois,  119  U.  S.  436;  7  Sup. 
Ct.  kep.  225;  30  L.  ed.  421;  Mahon  v.  Justice,  127  U.  S.  700;  8  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  1204;  32  L.  ed.  283;  Cook  v.  Hart,  146  U.  S.  133;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  40; 
46  L.  ed.  034. 
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it3  criminal  process  to  answer  for  his  oflfense,  he  has  left  its  juris- 
dietion  and  is  found  within  the  territory  of  another.''  ^* 

In  Appleyard  v.  ilassachusetts^'*^  it  was  held  that  the  belief  of 
the  accused,  when  leaving  the  demanding  State,  that  he  had  not 
committed  a  crime  against  the  State,  did  not  j)revent  his  being 
a  fugitive  from  justice  within  tlie  meaning  of  the  Constitution 
and  the  acts  of  Congress  relating  to  extradition.    To  be  a  fugitive 
from  justice,  it  was  declaretl,  it  is  only  necessary  that  the  accised 
should  have  been  within  the  demanding  State  at  the  time  the 
crime  was  committed,  and  that  thereafter  he  be  found  within  the 
borders  of  another  State.     A  fugitive  from  justice  when  appre- 
hended in  the  State  to  which  he  has  tied,  and  held  for  extradition, 
though  restrained  of  his  liberty,  under  color  of  authority  derived 
from  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  is  not  in 
the  custody  of  the  United  States,  but  of  the  States.     When  so 
Apprehended,  however,  the  fugitive  has  the  right  to  test  the  law- 
fulness of  his  arrest  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus  issued  either  by  a 
^tate  or  federal  court.** 

In  Hyatt  v.  Xew  York^  it  was  definitely  held,  without  qualifica- 

trion,  that  in  order  to  be  a  *^  fugitive  from  justice"  within  the 

meaning  of  the  constitutional  clause,  and  of  the  statutes  relating 

trhereto,  the  person  sought  to  be  extradited  must  have  been  actually, 

^nd  not  merely  constructivelv,  within  the  demandiner  State  at  the 

^ime  the  crime  charged  was  committed.     Furthermore,   in  this 

^ase  it  was  held  that  one  who  came  into  the  State  on  business 

:for  a  single  day  eight  days  after  the  alleged  commission  of  the 

crime,   and   months  before   indictment  found,   w^as   not,   by   his 

departure  therefrom,   thereby  brought  within  the  terms  of  the 

statute  providing  for  rendition.^ 

18  Roberts  v.  ReiHy,  116  U.  S.  80;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  291;  29  L.  ed.  544. 

19  203  U.  S.  272. 

20  Roberts  V.  ReiHy,  116  U.  S.  80;  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  291;  29  L.  ed.  644. 
21 188  U.  S.  601;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  47  L.  ed.  657. 

22"  It  is  sufficient  for  the  party  charged  to  show  that  he  was  not  in  the 
State  at  the  times  named  in  the  indictments ;  and  wlien  these  facts  are  proved 
so  that  there  is  no  dispute  in  regard  to  tliem,  and  thor«  is  no  clnim  of  any 
error  in  the  dates  named  in  the  indictments,  the  facts  so  proved  are  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  person  was  not  in  the  State  when  the  crimes  were,  if  ever, 
committed." 
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§  111.  Fugitive  Slaves. 

The  same  section  of  Article  IV  which  provides  for  the  extradi- 
tioii  of  fugitives  from  justice,  provides  that  *'  no  person  held  to 
service  or  labor  in  one  Sjtate,  under  the  laws  thereof,  escaping 
into  another,  shall,  in  consequence  of  any  law  or  regulation 
therein,  be  discharged  from  such  service  or  labor,  but  shall  be 
delivered  up  on  claim  of  the  party  to  whom  such  service  or  labor 
may  be  due."  This  clause  is  practically  obsolete.^  An  elaborate 
examination  of  the  obligations  imposed  upon  the  States,  and  of  the 
extent  of  concurrent  legislative  power  in  the  premises  is  found  in 
Prigg  V.  Pennsylvania.^ 

23  The  question  has  been  raised  whether,  since  the  adoption  oi  the  Thirteenth 
Amendment,  the  fugitive  slave  clause  of  the  Constitution  has  become 
completely  obsolete.  It  is  generally  so  held,  but  possibly  not  correctly  so. 
The  clause  in  question,  it  will  be  observed,  does  not  employ  the  word  slaves. 
Its  words  are  sufficiently  broad  to  make  the  clause  cover  not  only  slaves  but 
minor  apprentices  and  possibly  others  owing  services  under  contract.  Indeed, 
Charles  Sumner  in  a  debate  in  the  United  States  Senate  in  1S64  maintained 
that,  properly  interpreted,  it  applied  only  to  such  and  not  to  slaves  at  all. 
(Congressional  Globe,  1st  Sess.,  38th  Cong.,  Pt.  II,  pp.  1711,  1750).  The 
Thirteenth  Amendment  abolishes  not  only  skivery  but  all  "  involuntary  servi- 
tude,''  and  it  has  been  held  that  this  renders  illegal  an  attempt  to  compel, 
upon  the  part  of  adults,  the  performance  of  any  personal  services,  whether 
provided  for  by  contract  and  already  compensated  for,  or  not.  Of  course, 
however,  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  render  personal  services,  may  be 
awarded.  But  this  does  not  render  illegal  state  Itfws  compelling  the  per- 
formance of  personal  services  on  the  part  of  minor  apprentices,  and  if  this  be 
so,  it  would  seem  that  a  minor  apprentice  escaping  from  a  State  where  his 
services  n»ay  be  compelled,  into  another  State,  under  a  proper  law  for  the 
purpose,  be  claimed  and  removed  to  the  State  from  which  he  fled.  The  sub- 
ject of  peonage  will  be  considered  in  a  later  chapter. 
24 16  Pet.  539 ;  10  L.  ed.  1060. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

TEBSTATE  BBLAnONS:  COMPACTS  BETWEEN  THE  STATES,  AND 
BETWEEN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AN1>  THE  STATES. 

112.  Compacts  between  the  States. 

The  control  of  international  relations  being  exclusively  vested 
.  the  Federal  Grovemment,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  several 
tates  have  no  authority  to  enter  into  any  diplomatic  or  political 
lations  with  foreign  powers.^  Nevertheless,  from  an  excess 
caution,  the  federal  Constitution  declares  that,  **  No  State  shall 
iter  into  any  treaty,  alliance  or  confederation,"  and  that,  **  No 
ate  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  .  .  .  enter  into 
ly  agreement  or  compact  with  another  State,  or  with  a  foreign 
>wer." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  in  the  latter  of  these  two  constitutional 
ausee,  the  qualification  "  without  the  consent  of  Congress  "  is 
troduced.  There  has,  therefore,  never  been  any  doubt  but  that, 
len  this  congressional  consent  is  given,  the  several  States  of 
e  American  Union  may  enter  into  agreements  and  compacts 
ith  one  another,  so  long  as  their  effect  is  not  to  create  what  in 
ditical  language  is  termed  an  "  alliance ''  or  "  Confederation."  ^ 
yt  only  this ;  it  has  been  held  that  there  are  a  variety  of  subjects 
»ncerning  which  the  several  States  may  enter  into  agreements 
ith  one  another  without  the  necessity  of  obtaining  the  consent 
•  Congress.  Upon  this  point,  in  Virginia  v.  Tennessee,^  the 
apreme  Court  say:  "  There  are  many  matters  upon  which  dif- 
>rent  States  may  agree  that  can  in  no  respect  concern  the  United 
tates.  If,  for  instance,  Virginia  should  come  into  possession 
id  ownership  of  a  small  parcel  of  land  in  New  York  which  the 
tter  State  might  desire  to  acquire  as  a  site  for  a  public  building, 

1  See  chapter  XXXII. 

J  Green  v.  Biddle,  8  Wh.  1 ;  5  L.  ed.  547;  Poole  v.  Fleeger,  11  Pet.  185; 

L.  ed.  680. 

n48  U.  S.  503;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  728;  37  L.  ed.  537. 
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it  would  hardly  be  deemed  essential  for  the  latter  State  to  obtain 
the  consent  of  Congress  before  it  could  make  a  valid  agreement 
with  Virginia  for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  If  Massachusetts,  in 
forwarding  its  exhibits  to  the  World's  Fair  at  Chicago,  should 
desire  to  transi)ort  them  a  ])art  of  the  distance  over  the  Erie  Canal, 
it  would  hardly  be  deemed  essential  for  that  State  to  obtain  tt© 
consent  of  Congress  before  it  could  contract  with  New  York  for 
the  transportation  of  the  exhibits  through  the  State  in  that  way. 
If  the  bordering  line  of  the  two  States  should  cross  some  malarious 
and  disease-producing  district,  there  could  be  no  possible  reason^ 
on  any  conceivable  public  grounds,  to  obtain  the  consent  of  Con** 
gress  for  the  bordering  States  to  agree  to  imite  in  removing  the 
cause  of  the  disease.  So,  in  the  case  of  threatened  invasion  of 
cholera,  plague,  or  other  causes  of  sickness  and  death,  it  would 
be  the  height  of  absurdity  to  hold  that  the  threatened  Statea 
could  not  unite  in  providing  means  to  prevent  and  repel  the 
invasion  of  the  pestilence  without  obtaining  the  consent  of  Conh 
gress,  which  might  not  be  at  the  time  in  session." 

*^  If,  then,''  the  court  asks,  *^  the  terms  *  compact'  or  ^  agree* 
ment '  in  the  Constitution  do  not  apply  to  every  possible  compact 
or  agreement  between  one  State  and  another,  for  the  validity  of 
which  the  consent  of  Congress  must  be  obtained,  to  what  com- 
pacts or  agreements  does  the  Constitution  apply  ? "  ^'  Looking 
at  the  clause  in  which  the  terms  '  compact '  or  ^  agreement^ 
appear,"  answers  the  court,  "  it  is  evident  that  the  prohibition 
is  directed  to  the  fonnation  of  any  combination  tending  to  the 
increase  of  political  power  in  the  States,  which,  may  encroach 
upon  or  interfere  with  the  just  supremacy  of  the  United  States."* 

The  court  continue:  ^^  Compacts  or  agreements  —  and  we  do 
not  perceive  any  difference  in  the  meaning,  except  that  the  word 
*  compact '  is  generally  used  with  reference  to  more  formal  and 
serious  engagements  than  is  usually  implied  in  the  term  '  agree- 
ment ' —  cover  all  stipulations  affecting  the  conduct  or  claims  of 
the  parties.     The  mere  selection  of  parties  to  run  and  designate 

4  The  court  go  on  to  quote  with  approval  from  Story's  Commentaries  upon 
the  Constitution,  Sec.  1403. 
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the  boundary  line  between  two  States,  or  to  designate  what  line 
fihould  be  run,  of  itself  imports  no  agreement  to  accept  the  line 
run  bv  them,  and  such  action  of  itself  does  not  come  within  the 
prohibition.    Xor  does  l^islative  declaration,  following  such  line, 
"that  it  is  correct,  and  shall  thereafter  W  deemed  the  true  and 
^established  line,  import  by  itself  a  contract  or  agreement  with 
Ihe  adjoining  State.     It  is  a  legislative  de<*laration  which  the 
^tate  and  individuals  affected  by  the  reeo":nize<l  boundary  lino 
anay  invoke  against  the  State  as  an  admission,  but  not  as  a  com- 
pact or   agreement     The  legislative   declaration  will   take  the 
-form  of  an  agreement  or  compact  when  it  recites  some  considera- 
tion for  it  from  the  other  party  aflFected  by  it,  for  example,  as 
made  upon  a  similar  declaration  of  the  border  or  contracting 
State.     The  mutual  agreements  may  then  be  reasonably  treated 
as  made  upon  mutual  considerations.     The  compact  or  agree- 
ment will  then  be  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Constitution  or 
without  it,  according  as  the  establishment  of  the  boundary  line 
may  lead  or  not  to  the  increase  of  the  political  power  or  inHuonce 
of  the  States  aflFected,  and  thus  encroach  or  not  upon  the  full 
and  free  exercise  of  federal  authoritv.     If  the  boundary  estab- 
lished  is  so  run  as  to  cut  off  an  important  and  valuable  portion 
of  a  State,  the  political  power  of  the  State  enlarged  would  be 
affected  by  the  settlement  of  the  boundary;  and  to  an  agreement 
for  the  running  of  such  a  boundary  or  rather  for  its  adoption 
afterward,  the  consent  of  Congress  may  well  be  recjuired.     But 
the  ruiming  of  a  boundary  may  have  no  effect  upon  the  political 
influence  of  either  State,  it  may  simply  serve  to  mark  and  define 
that   which    actually    existed    before,    but    was    undefined    and 
Unmarked.     In  that  case  the  agreement  for  the  running  of  the 
line,  or  its  actual  survey,  would  in  no  respect  displace  the  rela- 
tion of  either  of  the  States  to  the  General  Government.     There 
was,  therefore,  no  compact  or  agreement  between  the  States  in 
this  case  which  required,  for  its  validity,  the  consent  of  Congress, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  until  they  had  passed 
upon  the  report  of  the  commissioners,  ratified  their  action,  and 
mutually  declared  the  boundary  established  bv  them  to  be  the 
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true  and  real  boundary  between  the  States.  Such  ratification  -^3 
was  mutually  made  by  each  State  in  consideration  of  the  ratifica-  — -i 
tion  of  the  other."  ^ 

§  113.  Compact  Between  the  States  and  the  United  States^ 

Closely  connected  with  the  question  of  compacts  of  the  States,       -« 
inter  se,  is  that  of  compacts  between  the  individual  States  and 
the  United  States. 

Of  compacts  of  this  character  which  have  been  entered  into, 
the  greater  number  have  been  made  at  the  time  the  States  in 
question  have  been  admitted  as  States  into  the  Union,  and  have 
attempted  to  place  such  States  under  restrictions  not  directly  de- 
ducible  from  the  federal  Constitution,  and  are,  therefore,  restric- 
tions not  resting  upon  the  other  States.  To  this  extent  they  have 
been  in  violation  of  the  general  principle  of  the  equality  of  the 
States.  This  principle,  it  may  be  said,  is  not  expressly  stated  in 
the  federal  Constitution,  but  would  seem  to  be  implied  in  the 
general  nature  of  that  instrument* 

The  Constitution,  without  distinguishing  between  the  original 
and  new  States,  defines  the  political  privileges  which  the  States 

BThe  opinion  continues:  "The  Constitution  does  not  state  when  the  consent 
of  Congress  shall  be  given,  whether  it  shall  precede  or  follow  the  compact 
made,  or  whether  it  shall  be  express  or  may  be  implied.  In  many  cases  the 
consent  will  usually  precede  the  compact  or  agreement,  as  to  where  it  is  to  lay 
a  duty  of  tonnage,  to  keep  troops  or  ships  of  war  in  time  of  peace,  or  to 
engage  in  war.  But  where  the  agreement  relates  to  a  matter  which  could  not 
well  be  considered  until  its  nature  is  fully  developed,  it  is  not  perceived  why 
the  consent  may  not  be  subsequently  given.  Story  says  that  the  consent  may 
be  implied,  and  is  always  to  be  implied  when  Congress  adopts  the  particular 
act  by  sanctioning  its  objects  and  aiding  in  enforcing  them ;  and  observes  that 
where  a  State  is  admitted  into  the  Union,  notoriously  upon  a  compact  made 
between  it  and  the  State  of  which  it  previously  composed  a  part,  there  the 
act  of  Congress,  admitting  such  State  into  the  Union,  is  an  implied  consent  to 
the  terms  of  the  compact.  Knowledge  by  Congress  of  the  boundaries  of  a 
State,  and  of  its  political  subdivisions,  may  reasonably  be  presumed,  as  much 
of  its  legislation  is  affected  by  them,  such  as  relates  to  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  the  extent  of  their  collection  dis- 
tricts, and  of  districts  in  which  process,  civil  and  criminal,  of  their  courts 
may  be  served  and  enforced." 

« See  article  "Are  the  States  Equal  under  the  CJonstitution  ?  "  by  W.  A. 
Dunning,  in  Political  Science  Quarterly^  III,  425. 
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are  to  enjoy,  and  declares  that  all  powers  not  granted  to  the 
United  States  shall  be  considered  as  reserved  **  to  the  States." 
From  this  it  almost  irresistibly  follows  that  Congress  has  not  the 
right  to  provide  that  certain  members  of  the  Union,  possessing 
fuU  statehood,  shall  have  their  constitutional  competences  in  any 
manner  less  than  that  of  their  sister  States.  According  to  this, 
then,  though  Congress  may  exact  of  territories  whatever  condi- 
tions it  sees  fit  as  requirements  precedent  to  iheir  admission  as 
States,  when  admitted  as  such,  it  cannot  deny  to  them  any  of  the 
privil^es  and  immunities  which  the  other  Commonwealths  enjoy. 

§  114.  Equality  of  the  Sutes. 

The  principle  of  the  equality  of  the  States  Kad  its  origin  before 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  itself.  In  the  acts  of  cession  by 
the  several  States  through  which  the  old  Confederacy  obtained  the 
control  of  the  Northwest  Territory,  it  was  provided  that  from 
this  vast  area  new  States  should,  from  time  to  time,  be  organized, 
which  should  be  admitted  to  the  Confederacy,  with  the  same 
sovereign  rights  enjoyed  by  other  States. 

The  famous  Northwest  Ordinance  of  1787,  re-enacted  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  in  1789,  after  laying  down  the 
general  conditions  upon  which  statehood  was  to  be  accorded, 
declared  that  the  States,  so  admitted,  should  be  ^'  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  States  in  all  respects  whatever." 

Notwithstanding,  however,  this  requirement  of  equality,  Con- 
gress at  an  early  date  began  the  practice  of  exacting  from  would-be 
States  various  promises  by  the  terms  of  which  they  were  to  hold 
themselves  bound  after  their  admission  to  the  Union  and  until 
Congress  should  release  them.  Thus,  for  example,  beginning  in 
1802  with  Ohio,  the  first  State  formed  from  the  Northwest  Terri- 
tory, it  was  demanded  by  Congress  that  that  State,  when  ad- 
mitted, should  pass  an  ordinance,  irrevocable  without  the  consent 
of  Congress,  not  Jp  tax  for  five  years  all  public  lands  sold  by  the 
United  States;  and  a  requirement  substantially  similar  was  de- 
manded of  many  of  the  States  later  formed.  When  Missouri  was 
admitted  in  1821  it  was  required  to  declare  that  its  Constitution 
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should  never  be  so  construed  as  to  permit  its  legislature  to  pass 
a  law  excluding  citizens  of  other  States  from  the  enjoyment  of 
any  of  tlic  privileges  «nd  immunities  granted  them  by  the  federal 
Constitution.^ 

Beginning  with  the  admission  of  Nevada  in  1864,  the  promises 
exacted  of  Territories  seeking  admission  as  States  assumed  a 
more  political  character.  Of  Nevada  it  was  required  that  her 
Constitution  should  harmonize  with  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence and  that  the  right  to  vote  should  not  be  denied  persons 
on  account  of  their  color.  Of  Nebraska,  admitted  in  18G7,  it  was 
demanded  that  there  should  be  ho  denial  of  the  franchise  or  any 
other  right  on  account  of  race  or  color,  Indians  excepted.  Of  the 
States  that  had  attempted  secession,  still  more  radical  were  the 
requirements  precedent  to  the  granting  to  them  of  permission 
again  to  enjoy  the  other  rights  which  they  had  for  the  time  being 
forfeited.  Of  all  of  them  it  was  required  that  there  should  be, 
by  their  laws,  no  denial  of  the  right  to  vote  except  for  crime; 
and  of  three,  that  negroes  should  not  be  disqualified  from  holding 
office,  or  be  discriminated  against  in  the  matter  of  school  privi- 
leges.^ Finally,  Utah,  when  admitted  as  a  State  in  1894,  was 
required  by  Congress  by  the  Enabling  Act  to  make  '^  by  ordinance 
irrevocable  without  the  consent  of  the  United  States  and  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  provisions  for  perfect  religious  tolera- 
tion and  for  the  maintenance  of  public  schools  free  from  sectarian 
control ;  and  that  polygamous  or  plural  maiTiages  are  forever 
abolished." 

It  would  seem  that  as  regards  the  enforceability  of  these  con- 
tracts, a  distinction  is  to  bo  made  between  those  that  attempt 
to  place  the  State  under  political  restrictions  not  imposed  upon 
all  the  States  of  the  Union  bv  the  federal  Constitution,  and  those 
which  seek  the  future  regulation  of  private,  proprietary  interests. 

7  A  superfluous  requirement,  for  with  or  without  such  a  promise,  a  State  is, 
and  was  then,  constitutionally  unable  to  deprive  any  one^  of  the  rights  guar* 
anteed  by  the  federal  Constitution. 

8  By  tlie  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  and  Fifteenth  Amendments,  some  of 
these  limitations  have  been  made  applicable  to  all  the  States  and  thus  an 
equality,  as  to  them,  created. 
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The  &r6t  elass  of  these  agreement  the  Supreme  Court  lias 
j^^>6Atedlj  heM  jxe  not  ^nforeeable  against  the  State  after  it  lias 
:be^i  aikuitted  iato  the  Union. 

In  Pollard  v.  Ilagen®  the  court  held  that  a  stipulation  of  jm 
aet  of  Coiigreas  passed  for  the  iuimisMon  of  the  State  of  Alabama 
into  the  Union  that  ^^lall  navigable  wiiters  within  the  said  -State 
shall  fore^eer  remain  public  highways,  free  to  the  citizens  of  said 
State,  and  of  the  United  States,  without  .toy  tax,  duty,  impost  or 
toll  therefor,  imposed  by  said  State"  did  not  give  to  the  United 
States  lany  greater  control  of  ,the  navigaUe  waters  of  that  State 
than  was  possessed  by  the  Federal  Government  over  the  waters 
of  any  other  State.  ^^ 

In  Escanaba  v.  Xalee  3Iiehigan  Tra7i5j>ortatian  Co.^^  the  tjourt 
^.iieclaredy  T^lative  to  certain  limitations  placed  uyxm  the  govern- 
*  ing  powcFs  of  Illinois  while  in  a  territorial  condition :  *'  What- 
ever ike  limitations  upon  her  powers  as  a  government  while 
in  a  territorial  condition,  whether  from  the  Ordinance  of  1787 
or  tie  legislation  of  Congress,  it  ceased  to  have  any  operative 
force,  except  as  voluntarily  adopted  by  her  after  she  became  a 
.State  of  the  Union.  On  her  admission,  she  at  once  became  en- 
titled to  and  possessed  of  all  the  rights  of  dominion  and  sover- 
eignty which  belonged  to  the  original  States.  :She  was  admitted 
r^nd  could  be  admitted  only  on  the  same  footing  with  them." 

And  in  Boln  v.  Nebraska^  it  was  declared:  "  This  court  has 
->lield  in  many  cases  that,  whatever  be  the  limitations  upon  the 
power  of  a  territorial  government,  they  cease  to  have  any  opera- 
tive force,  except  as  voluntarily  adopted  after  «uch  Territory  has 
^beoorae  a  State  of  the  Union.  Upon  the  admission  of  a  State  it 
becomes  CTititled  to  and  possesses  all  the  rights  of  dominion  and 

»3  How.  212;  11  L.  ed.  565. 

we/.  Strader  v.  Graham,  10  How.  82;  13  L.  ed.  337;  Weber  v.  Harbor 
CommisBioners,  18  Wall.  57;  21  L.  ed.  798;  Sands  v.  Manistee  River  Imp. 
Co.,  123  U.  S.  288;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  113;  31  L.  ed.  149;  Shively  v.  Bowlby, 
152  U.  S.   1;   14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  548;  38  L.  ed.  331. 

U107  U.^.  er78;  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  185;  27  L.  ed.  442. 

laiW  U.S.  83;  20  Bup.  Ct.  Rep.  287;  44  L.  ed.  382. 
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sovereignty  which  belongs  to  the  original   States,  and,  \^ 
language  of  the  act  of  1867  admitting  the  State  of  Kekaska, 
it  stands  upon  an  equal  footing  with  the  original  States  '\^  ^ 
respects  whatever." 

In  the  foregoing  eases  reference  was  had,  as  appears  from  tbe 
quotations,  to  States  created  out  of  Territories.     There  wodi 
seem  to  be,  however,  no  reason  why  the  same  doctrine  should  not 
be  applied  to  the  political  limitations  exacted  of  a  number  of  the 
Southern  States  at  the  time  of  their  readmission  to  full  constitu- 
tional privileges  after  the  period  of  the  Civil  War  and  Recon- 
struction. 

§  116.  Contracts  Regarding  Proprietary  Interests. 

Turning  now  to  a  consideration  of  the  continued  validity  and 
enforceability  of  compacts  between  the  States  and  General  Govern- 
ment with  reference  to  proprietary  interests,  one  finds  the  com- 
paratively recent  case  of  Stearns  v.  Minnesota^^  most  illuminat- 
ing. That  case  involved  the  construction  and  application  of  an 
agreement  made  by  the  State  with  the  United  States  at  the  time 
of  its  admission  to  the  Union,  with  reference  to  public  lands, 
within  its  boundaries,  owTied  by  the  United  States.  The  court 
in  its  opinion  say:  "  That  these  provisions  of  the  Enabling  Act 
and  the  Constitution,  in  form  at  least,  made  a  compact  between 
the  United  States  and  the  State,  is  evident.  In  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  validity  of  such  a  compact  this  distinction  must  at  the 
outset  be  noticed.  There  may  be  agreements  or  compacts 
attempted  to  be  entered  into  between  two  States,  or  between  the 
State  and  the  Nation,  in  reference  to  political  rights  and  obliga- 
tions, and  there  may  be  those  solely  in  reference  to  property 
belonging  to  one  or  to  the  other.  That  diflFerent  considerations 
may  underlie  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  these  two  kinds 
of  compacts  or  agreements  is  obvious.  It  has  often  been  said 
that  a  State  admitted  into  the  Union  enters  therein  in  full 
equality  with  all  the  others,  and  such  equality  may  forbid  any 
agreement  or  compact  limiting  or  qualifying  political  rights  and 

18  179  U.  S.  223;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  73;  45  L.  ed.  162. 
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^S^tions;  whereas,  on  the  other  hand,  a  mere  agreement  in 

^^^I'enee  to  property  involves  no  question  of  equality  of  status, 

^^  only  of  the  power  of  a  State  to  deal  with  the  Nation  or  with 

^y  other  State  in  reference  to  such  property.    The  case  before 

^  is  one  involving  simply  an  agreement  as  to  property  between 

^  State  and  the  Nation.    That  a  State  and  the  Nation  are  com- 

?^tent  to  enter  into  an  agreement  of  such  a  nature  with  one 

Mother  has  been  affirmed  in  past  decisions  of  this  courts  and 

Aat  they  have  been  frequently  made  in  the  admission  of  new 

States,  as  well  as  subsequently  thereto,  is  a  matter  of  history. 

.    .    .    We  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  a  valid  contract  made 

with  these  companies  in  respect  to  the  taxation  of  these  lands  — 

a  contract  which  it  was  beyond  the  power  of  the  State  to  impair ; 

that  this  subsequent  legislation  does  impair  that  contract  and 

cannot,  therefore,  be  sustained." 

§  116.  Suits  Between  States. 

This  subject  will  be  treated  in  connection  with  the  Judicial 
Power  of  the  United  States.^* 


14  See  chapter  LUL 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

THE  PERSONS   SUBJECT  TO  THE  JURISDICTION  OF  THE  UKITED 

STATES:   STATUS  OF  ALIENS. 

§JL17.  Territorial  Sovereignty. 

-By -international  law  and  by  the  public  law  of  all  civiUzed 
JStates  tlie  legal  jurisdiction  of  a  State  is  generally  recognized 
to, extend  over  all  persons  for  the  time  being  within  the  district 
under- its  ^e  /ado  control.     The  only  exceptions,  if  exceptions 
they  -be,   are   those  coming  within   the  principle  of  extra terri- 
loriality.    A  .State  lias  jurisdiction  over,  not  only  its  native-born 
and  naturalized  subjects,   but  all   the  subjects  of  other   States 
permanently  or,  at  any  given  time,  temporarily  resident,  within 
its  borders. 

Nowhere,  perhaps,  has  this  general  constitutional  principle 
ibeen  better  stated  than  by  Marshall  in  the  .great  case  of  The 
Exchange,^  decided  in  1812.  In  the  opinion  rendered  in  this 
ease,  -the  Chief  .Justice,  after  pointing  out  that  ihe  jiirisdiction 
of  a  State  within  its  own  territory  is  necessarily -exchisire  as^well 
as  absolute,  goes  to  show  that  the  exceptions  to  this  principle, 
generally  recognized  in  practice,  are  themselves  founded  upon  the 
will  of  the  State  recognizing  tliem.  Thus  the  so-called  doctrine 
of  extraterritoriality,  though  often  spoken  of  as  a  fiction,  namely 
that  the  diplomatic  representatives  and  tlieir  establishments,  and 
public  ships  of  war,  are  upon,  or  are  parts  of,  the  territory  of 
the  States  to  which  they  belong,  is  not  a  necessary  fiction.  Such 
immunity  from  local  jurisdiction  as  exists  is  due  to  the  consent 
of  the  local  State.  That  is  to  sav,  it  is  bv  an  exercise  of  the  luris- 
diction  of  that  State  that  these  persons  are  exempted  from  the 
operation,  though  entitled  to  the  protection,  of  the  local  law. 

§  118.  De  Facto  Control. 

The  authority  of  States  over  districts   and  their  inhabitants 
temporarily  subject  to  its  de  facto  control,  will  be  considered  in 

17  Cr.  116;  3L.  ed.  287. 
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Another  chapter.  At  this,  pdace  it  will  be  aofficient  to<  qmtd^  the 
^DpinioiL  in  United  States^  v.  Bice^iiL  whioh^  withireferenoe  t(><  the 
^totns  of  the  port  o£  Castine^  Maina^  at  the*  time  it  woe- in.  th» 
])osseasion  of  the  British  authorities  dnringi  the  War  of  161^,  the 
Supreme  Court,  speaking. througiL  Justice  Story,  said:  **'By  the 
conquest  and  military  ooeupation  of  Caatine,  the  enemy  aequired 
that  firm  possession  which  enabled  him  to  exercise  the  fuliee^ 
rights  •  of  sovereignty^  over  that  place;  The  sovereignty  of  the 
United  States  over  the  territory  was,  of  course,  suspended,  ami 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  could  no  longer  be  rightfully  eof 
forced  there^  orbe  obligatory  upon  the  inhabitants  who  remained 
and  submitted  to  the  conquerors/  By  the  surrender,  the  inhabit^ 
ants  passed  under  a  temporary  allegiance  to  the  British  Govern^* 
ment,  and  were  bound  by~  such  laws,  and  such  only,  as  it  chose  to 
reeognize  and  impose.  Erom  the  nature  of  the  case,  no  other 
laws  could,  be  obligatory  upon  them;  for,  where  there  is  no  pro* 
teetion  or  allegiance  or  sovereignty,  there  can  be  no  claims  to 
obedience/' 

Upon  this  same  point,  Chancellor  Kent  in  his  Commentaries 
says:  "  If  a  portion  of  the  country  be  taken  and  held  hy  con^ 
quest  in  war,  the  conqueror  acquires  the  rights  of  the  conquered 
as  to  its  dominion  and  government,  and  children  bom  in.  the 
armies  of  a  State,  while  abroad,  and  occupying,  a  foreign  country, 
are  deemed  to  be  born  in  the  allegiance  of  the  sovereign  to  whom* 
the  army  Wongs.  It  is  equally  the  doctrine  of  the  English  com- 
mon law  that  during  such  hostile  occupation  of  a.  territory,  and 
the  parents  adhering,  to  the  enemy  as  subjects  de  facto,  their 
children,  born  und^  such  a  temporary  dominion,  are  not  bom 
ander  the  ligeance  of  the  conquered."  And,,  he  adds,  there  is 
no  reason  why  the  same  principles  should  not  apply  to  the  United 
States.* 

§  119.  Status  of  Aliens. 

As  regards  the  status  of  aliens,  that  is,  subjects  of  other-State!^ 
who  are  temporarily  or  permanently  domiciled  in  a  State^  it  may 

2  4  Wh:  246;  4  L.  ed.  56«. 
s  6th  ed.  II,  42. 
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be  said  that  the  fact  that  they  are  within  the  territorial  limits 
makes  them^  in  a  broad  constitutional  sense,  members  of  that  State 
and,  therefore,  subject  to  the  authority  of  its  laws,  though  they 
still  remain  the  subjects  or  citizens  of  their  native  States.  In 
fact,  being  under  the  protection  of  the  State  where  they  are,  they 
owe  an  allegiance  to  it  according  to  the  maxim  proteciio  trahit 
aubjectionem,  et  subjectio  protectionem.  Webster,  when  Secre- 
tary of  iState,  in  his  report  on  Thrasher's  Case  in  1851,  de- 
clared :  "  IndependeMtly  of  a  residence  with  intention  to  con- 
tinue such  residence,  independently  of  the  taking  of  any  oath  of 
allegiance,  or  of  renouncing  any  fonner  allegiance,  it  is  well 
known,  that  by  the  public  law  an  alien,  or  a  stranger  bom,  for  so 
long  a  time  as  he  continues  within  the  dominions  of  a  foreign  gov* 
emment,  owes  obedience  to  the  laws  of  that  government,  and  may 
be  punished  for  treason  or  other  crimes  as  a  native-born  subject 
might  be,  unless  his  case  is  varied  by  some  treaty  speculations."* 
This  principle  thus  stated  by  Webster  has  been  several  times 
quoted  and  approved  by  the  Supreme  Court* 

§  120.  Double  Allegiance. 

There  is  no  objection  to  predicating  the  existence  of  this  double 
allegiance,  for,  despite  the  fact  that  modern  sovereignty  is  gen- 
erally spoken  of  as  territorial,  it  is,  in  fact,  personal,  and  imports 
a  personal  relationship  between  the  sovereign  political  person  — 
the  State  —  and  its  political  inferiors,  its  subjects.  Sovereignty 
in  truth  is  a  purely  legal  concept  and  exists  only  within  the  field 
of  constitutional  law.  International  relations,  the  relations  be- 
tween States,  are  not  legal  in  character,  and  international  laws, 
so-called,  are  not  laws  at  all  in  a  strict  positive  sense.  They  are 
not  commands  from  a  legal  superior  to  a  legal  inferior,  but  are 
regulations  governing  the  conduct  of  political  equals.  Within  this 
general  international  field  the  authority  or  jurisdiction  of  govern- 
ments is  strictly  territorial  —  over  each  territorial  district  there 

4  Webster's  Works,  VI,  626. 

5  United  States  v.  CarUsle,  18  WaU.  147;  21  L.  ed.  426;  United  SUtes  ▼. 
Wong  Kim  Ark,  169  U.  S.  649;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  42  L.  ed.  890. 
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is  a  particular  de  facto  government  recognized  by  the  various 
States  to  have  a  right  based  upon  actual  power,  to  exercise  politi- 
cal control,  and,  correspondingly,  is  held  by  them  responsible  for 
whatever  occurs  within  such  districts.  Internationally  speaking, 
therefore,  jurisdiction  is  territorial  and  exclusive.  Over  any  given 
territory,  one,  and  only  one,  governing  body  is  recognized  to  have 
legitimate  authority.  But  sovereignty,  denoting,  as  said,  legal 
supremacy,  a  personal  relationship,  as  predicated  upon  a  legal  sub- 
jection or  allegiance  of  individuals  to' a  legal  superior,  is  not 
territorial;  and  there  is  thus  no  inherent  difficulty  in  a  sovereign 
claiming  legal  authority  over  individuals  located  outside  of  the 
limits  of  the  territory  conceded  by  other  nations  to  belong  to  it; 
or  of  two  or  more  States  claiming  at  the  same  time,  imder  the 
operation  of  their  respective  municipal  laws,  the  allegiance  of  the 
same  individual,  as  for  instance,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  when 
one  State  naturalizes  the  subject  of  a  State  whose  municipal  law 
does  not  recognize  the  right  of  expatriation. 

From  the  viewpoint  of  international  relations,  as  we  have  just 
seen,  the  law  of  one  State  is  not  permitted  by  other  States  to 
operate  outside  of  the  territorial  limits  of  the  State  which  pro- 
mulgates it,  and,  therefore,  though  claiming  a  legal  authority 
over  an  individual  outside  of  such  limits,  a  State  will  not  be  per- 
mitted by  other  States  to  exercise  it  against  the  consent  of  the 
State  within  whose  limits  the  individual  is  situated.  But  that 
does  not  render  impossible  the  existence  of  or  invalidate  such  a 
claim,  for  when,  if  ever,  such  an  individual  is  apprehended  within 
the  territory  of  the  State  claiming  authority  over  him  he  may 
be  held  responsible  for  acts  committed  while  abroad.  And  also, 
as  still  more  plainly  showing  the  personal  and  non-territorial 
character  of  allegiance  and  sovereignty  is  the  principle  universally 
recognized  both  in  municipal  and  international  law,  that  a  citizen 
of  a  State  is  in  many  cases  entitled  to  the  protection  of  that  State 
while  abroad.  Thus  he  does  not  in  any  way  lose  his  citizenship 
by  departing  from  the  territorial  limits  of  the  State  of  w^hich  he 
is  a  member,  nor  does  he  escape  from  beneath  its  law  or  cease  to  be 
entitled  to  its  protection. 


{ 


24:8  UxiTKii  Stateb  CoisnsTiTUTioxAi:  Law; 

§121;  Status  oiAUaenr^ia  UsrUditeck  Slates. 

In  the  preceding  section  it  has-  been  shown  that  a'  Slate  has 
abselate  legal  au»thority^  over  all  persons-  within  ita*  territorial 
jnrisdictiony  and  over  its  own'  citizens- wherever  they  may  be.  In 
the  exercise,  however;  of  this  authority  over  persona  within  its 
territorial  limits  who  are  claimed  as  citizen*  by  other  States,  tliat 
is,  over  resident  aliens^  or  naturalized  citizens  whose  native 
States  do  not  recognize  the  right  of  expatriation,  this  legal  power, 
though  not  subject  to  legal  limitation,  is  actually  subject  to  cer- 
tain limitations  which  international  custom  has  created.  Thus 
each  State  demands  that  its^  subjects,  when  abroad,  shall  recei\^ 
protection  in  life  and  property,  and  in  their  private  rights  be  not 
undidy  discriminated  against  by  the  foreign-  State'  in  which  they 
may  happen  to  be.  Also  Sbates^  do  not  permit  the  foreign  States  to 
require  from-  their  subjects  the  performance  of  duties  that  prop- 
erly may  be  required  only  of  citizens,  as,  for  example,  service  in 
its  army.  Resident  aliens  may  indeed  be  required  to  lend  their 
assistance,  by  service  in  the  militia  and  police  forces,  or  in  a  posse 
comdtatus,  to  put  down  domestic  disorder;  for;  enjoying^ the  pro*- 
tection  of  the  local  law,  they  may  fairly  be  required  to  aid  inrover=- 
coming  resistance  to  its  enforcement*  But  they  may  not  be  com*- 
pelled  to  serve  in  the  national  military  forces  in  cases'  of  public 
war. 

During  the  Ci^Tl  War,  GFreat  Britain  did  not  object  to  the  en- 
rollment in  the  local  militia  of  her  citizens  domiciled  in  the 
United  States;  and  in  the  case  of  one  Scott,  who  had  declared 
his  intention  of  becoming  an  American  citizen,  refused  to  take 
any  steps  to  prevent  his  enrollment  in  the  army  in  the  fteld. 
Great  Britain,  however,  emphatically  protested  to  the  government 
of  the  Southern  Confederacy  against  the  conscription  of  her  sub- 
jects in  the  Southern'  States.  Several  of  the  leading  European 
powers  protested  against  the  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  conscript  into  its  armies  domioiTcd  aliens  who  had  de- 
clared their  intention  of  becoming^  American  citizens^  whereupon 
the  United  States  granted  to  such  aliens  sixty-five  days  in  which* 
to  leave  the  country,  upon  failure  to  do  \vhich  theywere  hield  liable 
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to  conseription ;  and  this  arrangement  was  acquiesced  in  by  the 
Powers  concerned,  though  not  without  complaint  that  the  prin*- 
cipies  of  international  comity^  were  being  violated,  ^^^len,  in 
18T3,  the  State  of  -Nicaragua  attempted  by  an  amendment  to  her 
Constitution  to  make  foreigners  liable  to  military  and  other  pub^ 
lie  servicer,  protests  from  the  American  Minister  were  made,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  project  was  abandoned. 

§122.  DomxcHed  Aliens. 

A  distinction  is  made  in  practically  all  countries  between  domi- 
ciled and  non-domiciled  aliens,  with  reference  to  the  legal  burdens 
that  may  be  imposed  and  the  civil  and  political  rights  that  may  be 
enjoyed. 

An  alien  becomes  domiciled  in  a  particular  place  when  he  takes 
up  residence  there  with  an  intention  to  remain  for  an  indefinite 
time  {animo  manendi).  When  so  domiciled,  all  matters  other 
than  political,  which  relate  to  his  personal  status,  are  regulated 
by  the  lex  domicilii.  Thus  the  local  law  governs  his  power  to 
enter  into  contracts,  regulates  succession  ti  personal  property,  and 
the  validity  of  wills  with  reference  thereto,  and,  in  the  United 
States,  England,  and  many  of  her  dependencies,  determines  the 
validity  of  marriages.  In  France,  and  some  other  countries,  how- 
ever, this  last  subject  is  held  regulated  by  the  individual's  national 
law  wherever  he  may  be  domiciled.  Thus,  while  the  marriage  in 
the  United  States  of  a  Frenchman  domiciled  in  the  United  States 
is  held  valid  by  the  United  States  law  if  it^  provisions  governing 
marriages  are  satisfied,  it  would  not  he  held  valid  in  France,  un- 
less the  requirements  of  the  French  law  were  also  satisfied. 

Domicile  is  immediately  fixed  when  residence  is  taken  up  with 
the  intent  to  remain  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time.  Thus,  for 
example,  in  1781  when  the  English  captured  from  the  Dutch  the 
island  of  St  Eustatius,  a  native-born  English  citizen  who  had 
arrived  at  the  island  but  a  few  hours  before  with  the  intention  of 
residing  there  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time,  was  held  to  be 
domiciled  there  and  his  property  subject  to  the  same  liabilities 
as- those-  of  the  other  residents  of  the  place.     The  same  doctrine 
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was  applied  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
case  of  The  Venus.®  In  this  case  with  reference  to  the  status  of 
such  a  domiciled  alien  in  time  of  war  the  court  said :  "  The  next 
question  is,  what  are  the  consequences  to  which  this  acquired 
domicile  may  legally  expose  the  person  entitled  to  it,  in  the  event 
of  a  war  taking  place  between  the  government  under  which  he 
resides  and  that  to  which  he  owes  a  permanent  allegiance?  A 
neutral  in  his  situation,  if  he  should  engage  in  open  hostilities 
with  the  other  belligerent,  would  be  considered  and  treated  as  an 
enemy.  A  citizen  of  the  other  belligerent  could  not  be  so  con- 
sidered, because  he  could  not,  by  any  act  of  hostility,  render  him- 
self, strictly  speaking,  an  enemy,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word, 
yet  he  is  deemed  such  with  reference  to  the  seizure  of  so  much 
of  his  property  concerned  in  the  trade  of  the  enemy,  as  is  con- 
nected with  his  residence.  It  is  found  adhering  to  the  enemy. 
He  is  himself  adhering  to  the  enemy,  although  not  criminally  so, 
unless  he  engages  in  acts  of  hostility  against  his  native  country, 
or,  probably  refuses,  when  required  by  his  country,  to  return.  The 
same  rule  as  to  property  engaged  in  the  commerce  of  the  enemy 
applies  to  neutrals;  and  for  the  same  reason.  The  converse  of 
this  rule  inevitably  applies  to  the  subject  of  a  belligerent  State 
domiciled  in  a  neutral  country;  he  is  deemed  a  neutral  by  both 
belligerents,  with  reference  to  the  trade  which  he  carries  on  with 
the  adverse  belligerent,  and  with  all  the  rest  of  the  world. 

^^But  this  national  character  which  a  man  acquires  by  residence, 
may  be  thrown  off  at  pleasure,  by  a  return  to  his  native  country, 
or  even  by  turning  his  back  on  the  country  in  which  he  resided, 
on  his  way  to  another.  To  use  the  language  of  Sir  W.  Scott,  it 
is  an  adventitious  character  gained  by  residence  and  which  ceases 
by  non-residence.  It  no  longer  adheres  to  the  party  from  the 
moment  he  puts  himself  in  motion,  bona  fide,  to  quit  the  country 
sine  animo  revertendi." 

§  123.  Aliens  not  Domiciled. 

An  alien  passing  through  the  United  States,  or  for  any  purpose 
only  temporarily  in  the  country,  is  held  fully  subject  to  local 

•  8  Cr.  253;  3  L.  ed.  653. 
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criminal  law.  He  is  also  able  to  enter  into  civil  contracts  which 
may  be  enforced  against  him  to  the  extent  of  any  property  that 
he  may  have  within  the  United  States. 

§  124.  Exclusion  and  Expulsion  of  Aliens. 

All  countries  have,  according  to  the  principles  of  international 
law,  the  right  to  determine  for  themselves  whether  or  not  they 
will  admit  aliens  within  their  borders,  or  whether  they  will  admit 
some  and  not  others.  Furthermore,  after  admission,  aliens, 
whether  domiciled  or  not,  may  remain  only  so  long  as  the  State 
where  they  are  sees  fit  to  permit  them  to  do  so.  These  rights 
exercised  arbitrarily,  oppressively,  or  opprobriously  may  give  rise 
to  just  grounds  of  complaint  upon  the  part  of  States  whose  sub- 
jects are  thereby  injured  or  discriminated  against  But  the  ex- 
istence of  the  right  of  an  independent  State  to  determine  for  itself 
whom  it  will  receive  or  allow  to  remain  within  its  borders,  cannot 
be  questioned. 

§  125.  The  Chinese. 

The  right  of  the  United  States,  from  both  the  international  and 
constitutional  viewpoints,  to  prohibit  entrance  within  its  borders 
to  such  aliens  as  it  may  deem  undesirable  additions  to  its  popu- 
lation, has  been  examined  and  upheld  in  numerous  cases,  most  of 
them  dealing  with  the  exclusion  of  the  Chinese. 

In  the  Chinese  Exclusion  Case,^  decided  in  1887,  the  Supreme 
Court  said :  "  To  preserve  its  independence,  and  give  security 
against  foreign  aggression  and  encroachment,  is  the  highest  duty 
of  every  nation,  and  to  attain  tliese  ends  nearly  all  other  considera- 
tions are  to  be  subordinated.  It  matters  not  in  what  form  such 
aggression  and  encroachment  come,  whether  from  the  foreign 
nation  acting  in  its  national  character,  or  from  vast  hordes  of  its 
people  crowding  in  upon  us.  The  government,  possessing  the 
powers  which  are  to  be  exercised  for  protection  and  security,  is 
clothed  with  authority  to  determine  the  occasion  on  which  the 

powers  shall  be  called  forth ;  and  its  determination,  so  far  as  the 

— • '. 

T8uh  nom.  Chae  Chan  Ping  v.  United  States,  130  U.  S.  581;  9  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  623;  32  L.  ed.  1068. 
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subjects  afFeeted-  are  conoemod,.  are  necessarily  conolusive  upon 
all  its  departments  and  officersi  If,  therefore,  the  government  of 
the  United  States,  through  its  legislative  department,  con^ders 
the  presence  of  foreigners  of  a  different  race  in  this  country,  who 
will  not  assimilate  ^vith  us,  to  be  dangerous  to  its  peace  and  se- 
curity, their  exclusion  is  not  to  be  stayed  because  at  the  time  there 
are  no  actual  hostilities  with  the  nation  of  which  the  foreigners 
are  subjectSi  The  existence  of  war  would  render  the-  necessity  of 
tbe  proceeding- more  obvious  and  pressing.  The  same  necessity, 
in'  a  less  pressing  degree,  may  arise  when  war  does  not  exist,  ami 
the  same  authority  which  adjudges  the  necessity  in  one  case  must 
also  determine  it  in  the  other.  In  both  cases,-  its  determination 
is  conclusive  upon  the  judiciary.  If  the  government  of  the  country 
of  which  the  foreigners  excluded  are  subjects  is  dissatisfied  with 
this  action;  it  can*  make  complaint  to  the- executive  head  of  our 
government,  or  resort  to  any  other  measure  which,  in  its  judg- 
ment, its  interest  or  dignity  may  demand;  and  there  lies  its  only 
remedy.'' 

In  this  case  the  court  held  that  so  essential  to  a  State  is  this 
right  of  excluding  undesired  aliens,  the  State  may  not  be  pre- 
vented, even  by  treaty,  from  exercising  it  at  its  own  discretion. 
Thus,  in  holding  valid  an  act  of  Congress  the  terms  of  which  were 
in  violation  of  a  treaty  previously  entered  into  by  this  country 
with  China,  the  court  said:  "The  power  of  exclusion  of  foreign- 
ers being  an  incident  of  sovereignty  belonging  to  the  government 
of  the  ITnited  States,  as  a  part  of  those  sovereign  powers  dele- 
gated by  the  Constitution,  the  right  to  its  exercise  at  any  time 
when,  in  the  judgment  of  the  government,  the  interests  of  the 
coimtry  require  it,  caimot  be  granted  away  or  restrained  on  be- 
half of  anyone.  The  powers  of  government  are  delegated  in  trust 
to  the  United  States,  and  are  incapable  of  transfer  to  any  other 
parties.  They  cannot  be  abandoned  or  surrendered.  Xor*  can 
their  exercise  be  hampered,  when  needed  for  the  public  good,  by 
any  considerations  of  private  interest.  The  exercise  of  these  pub- 
lic trusts  is  not  the  subject  of  J)arter  or  contracts  Whatever 
license,  therefore,  Chinese  laborers  may  have  obtained  previous 
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to  tlie  act  of  October  1,  18&6,  to  return  to  the  United  States 
after  their  departure,  is  held  at  the  will  of  thegovemment,  rev- 
ocable at  any  time,  tat  its  pleasure.  Whether  ia  proper  considera- 
tion by  our  government  of  its  previous  laws,  or  a  proper  respect 
for  the  nation  whose  subjects  are  affected  by  its  action,  ought  to 
have  qualified  its  inhibition  and  made  it  applicable  only  to  per- 
sons departing  from  the  country  after  the  passage  of  the  act,  are 
not  questions  for  judicial  determination.  If  there  be  any  just 
ground  for  complaint  on  the  part  of  China,  it  must  be  made  to 
the  political  department  of  our  government,  which  is  alone  com- 
petent to  act  upon  the  subject." 

This  power  of  exclusion,  as  the  Supreme  Court  lias,  in  a  line 
of  cases,  Jield,  may  be  exercised  through  executive  officers  without 
judicial  intervention.® 

As  we  have  «een  from  the  foregoing  quotations,  the  same -prin- 
ciples that  support,  constitutionally,  the  right  of  the  United  States 
to  exclude  aliens,  support  the  right  to  expel  them  when  occasion 
demands.  Bonfils  states  the  international  doctrine  as  follows: 
"A  State  has  the  right  to  expel  from  its  territory'  aliens,  individu- 
ally or  coUectivelv,  unless  treatv  provisions  stand  in  the  wav. 
...  In  ancient  times,  collective  expulsion  was  much  practised. 
In  modem  times  it  has  been  resorted  to  only  in  case  of  war.  Some 
-writers  have  essayed  to  enumerate  the  legitimate  causes  of  ex- 
pulsion. The  effort  is  useless.  The  reasons  may  be  summed  up 
and  condensed  in  a  single  word :  The  public  interests  of  the  State. 
Bluntschli  wished  to  deny  the  States  the  right  of  expulsion,  but 
he  was  obliged  to  acknowledge  that  aliens  might  be  expellf  d  by  a 
single  administrative  measure.  (French  law  of  December  2, 
1849,  arts.  7  &  8  — Law  of  Oct.  19,  1797,  art.  7.)  An  arbitrary 
expulsion  may  nevertheless  give  rise  to  a  diplomatic  claim."  ^ 

sEkiu  V.  United  Rate*;,  142  V.  S.  651;  12  Snp.  Ct.  "Rep.  330:  35  L.  ed.  1146: 
FQiig  Yue  Ting  v.  United  States,  149  U.  S.  698;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1016;  37 
L.  ed.  -905;  Lem  Moon  Sing  v.  United  States,  15S  U.  S.  i^SS;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Ren. 
967;  39  L.  ed.  1082;  Turner  v.  Williams,  104  U.  S.  279;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  710; 
48  L.  ed.  970;  United  States  v.  Ju  Toy,  108  U.  S.  253;  25  Sup.  Ct.  "Rep.  044; 
-49  L.  «d.  1040;  Chin  Low  v.  United  States,. 208  U.  S.  8;  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
201 ;  52  L.  ed.  369. 

^Manuel  du  Droit  International  PuhUCj  442;  Moore,  Digest  of  International 
Law,  §  550. 
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§  126.  Protection  of  the  Persons  and  Property  of  Aliens. 

Aliens  are,  by  the  general  doctrines  of  public  law,  entitled  to 
the  same  protection  of  person  and  property  as  that  enjoyed  by  the 
citizens  of  the  State  in  which  they  are  resident.  In  all  cases, 
when  injured,  the  same  means  of  redress  as  are  open  to  citizens 
should  be  given  them.  But  they  are,  of  international  right,  en- 
titled to  no  special  privileges  in  these  respects. ^^ 

In  a  number  of  cases  the  United  States  Government  has  been 
called  upon  by  foreign-  governments  to  furnish  pecuniary  and 
other  redress  to  resident  aliens  who  have  been  illegally  killed, 
injured,  or  their  property  destroyed.  These  claims  have  in  prac- 
tically all  cases  arisen  out  of  injuries  received  at  the  hands  of 
mobs  moved  by  feelings  of  animosity  against  the  injured  because 
of  their  race.  Thus  claims  of  this  sort  were  advanced  after  the 
Xew  Orleans  Spanish  Riots  of  1851,  the  Denver  Chinese  Eiot  in 
1880,  the  Chinese  Riot  in  1885  at  Rock  Springs  in  the  Territory 
of  Wyoming,  the  Chinese  Riot  at  Seattle  in  the  same  year,  and 
the  lynching  of  certain  Italians  at  New  Orleans  in  1891. 

In  a  number  of  cases  the  United  States,  ex  gratia,  has  paid  in- 
demnities to  the  injured  or  to  their  families,  but  in  no  case  has 
acknowledged  that,  under  the  principles  of  international  law,  it 
was  obligated  to  do  so.  As  regards  the  punishment  of  those  who 
have  committed  the  assaults,  the  United  States  has  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  this  is  a  matter  for  the  local  authorities  where  the 
assaults  occur.  Had,  of  course,  any  public  officials  of  the  United 
States  participated,  as  such,  in  the  assaults,  or  sanctioned  them, 
or,  had  the  United  States  refused  to  the  injured  aliens,  or  failed 
to  provide  them  with,  the  protection  which  was  accorded  to  Ameri- 
can citizens,  it  was  admitted  that  the  case  would  have  been  dif- 
ferent, and  international  responsibility  would  have  been  incurred. 

As  a  result  of  the  j\IcLeod  incident,  described  in  section 
69  of  this  treatise,  Congress  passed  the  next  year  an  act 
providing  that  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Circuit  Court,  and  the 
District  Courts  of  the  United  States  should  have  the  power  to 

10  See  Moore,  Digest  of  International  Law,  IV,  534,  and  authorities  there 
cited. 
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issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus  "  in  all  cases  of  any  prisoner  or 
prisoners  in  jail  or  confinement,  where  he,  she,  or  they  being  sub- 
jects or  citizens  of  a  foreign  State  and  domiciled  therein,  shall  be 
committed  or  confined,  or  in  custody,  under  or  by  any  authority 
of  law,  or  process  founded  thereon,  of  the  United  States,  or  of 
any  of  them,  for  or  on  account  of  any  act  done  or  omitted  under 
any  alleged  right,  title,  authority,  privilege,  protection,  or  exemp- 
tion, set  up  or  claimed  under  the  commission  or  order  or  sanction 
of  any  foreign  State  or  Sovereignty,  the  validity  and  effect 
whereof  depend  upon  the  law  of  nations,  or  under  color  thereof."  *^ 

The  constitutionality  of  this  act  can  scarcely  be  questioned. 
In  so  far  as  the  United  States  admits,  and  properly  admits,  itself 
to  be  responsible  to  foreign  States,  it  has  undoubtedly  an  implied 
constitutional  power  to  extend  its  judicial  power  sufiiciently  to 
enable  it  to  discharge  the  obligations  which  its  international  rela- 
tions may  impose  upon  it. 

It  will  be  observed  that  under  the  statutory  authority  conferred 
by  Section  753  the  federal  court  may,  by  writs  of  habeas  corpus, 
obtain  possession  of,  and  release  persons  situated  as  was  McLeod, 
But  it  does  not  give  to  the  federal  courts  the  power  to  prevent, 
or  secure  the  punishment  of  persons  committing,  acts  of  violence 
or  other  illegal  acts  within  the  States  upon  aliens.  That  they 
should  be  given  this  authority  because,  by  such  acta,  the  United 
States  may  become  responsible  to  foreign  powers  has  been  several 
times  suggested  in  presidential  communications  to  Congress,  and 

n  Stat,  at  L.  v.  53^.  At  present,  as  stated  in  the  Revised  Statutes 
(Sec.  753 )  the  power  of  the  federal  courts  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus  is  as 
follows:  "Sec.  753.  The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  in  no  case  extend  to 
a  prisoner  in  jail,  unless  where  he  is  in  custody  under  or  by  color  of 
the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  is  committed  for  trial  before  some 
court  thereof;  or  is  in  custody  for  an  act  done  or  omitted  in  pursuance 
of  a  law  of  the  United  States,  or  of  an  order,  process,  or  decree  of  a  court 
or  judge  thereof;  or  is  in  custody  in  violation  of  the  Constitution  or  of  a  law 
or  treaty  of  the  United  States;  or,  being  a  subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign 
State,  and  domiciled  therein,  is  in  custody  for  an  act  done  or  omitted,  under 
any  alleged  right,  title,  authority,  privilege,  protection,  or  exemption,  claimed 
under  the  commission,  or  order,  or  sanction  of  any  foreign  State,  or  under 
color  thereof,  the  validity  and  effect  whereof  depend  upon  the  law  of  nations; 
or   unless   it   is  necessary  to   bring   the   prisoner  into  court  to   testify." 
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bills  providing  this  have  been  introduced  in  that  body  but  never 
as  yet  enacted  into  law.  President  Harrison  in  liis  annual  jnes- 
sage  of  December^  1891^  referring  to  the  l^mohing  of  the  Italians 
at  New  Orleans,  said:  *' Some  suggestions  jgrowing  ont  of  this 
unhappy  incident 'are  worthy  the  attention  of  Cangress.  It'vrauld, 
I  believe,  be  entirely  competent  for  Congress  to  make  offenses 
against  the  treaty  rights  of  foreigners  domiciled  in  the  United 
States  cognizable  in  federal  courts.  This  has  not,  iowever,  been 
done,  and  the  federal  officers  .and  courts  have  tio  power  in  sudi 
cases  to  intervene  either  for  the  protection  of  a  foreign  citizen  or 
for  the  punishment  of  his  slayers.  It  seems  to  me  to  follow,  in 
this  state  of  tlie  law,  that  the  officers  of  the  ifitate  charged  w^ith 
police  and  judicial  powers  in  such  cases  must,  in  the  consideift- 
lion  of  international  questions  growing  out  of -such  incidents,  be 
Tegarded  in  such  sense  as  federal  agent^j  as  to  make  thi8,goverB- 
mcnt  answerable  for  their  acts  in  cases  where  it  would  be.answe^ 
able  if  the  United  'States  had  used  its  constitutional  power  to 
define  and  punish  crimes  against  treaty  rights." 

A  bill  carrj'ing  out  the  suggestion  here  made  was  introduced 
into  Congress  but  not  enacted  into  law,  and  from  time  to  time 
since  then  substantially  similar  measures  have  been  urged  upon 
Congress  in  presidential  messages,  and  have  been  introduced  and 
debated  but  without  result.    The  matter  has  also  been  debated  by 
the  American  Bar  Association  and  the  American  Society  of  Inte^ 
national  Law.     The  constitutionality  of  a  law  giving  this  addi- 
tional jurisdiction  to  the  federal  courts  Jias  been  questioned,  but, 
it  would  seem,  not  with  good  reason.    A  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court  that  would  seem   to  sanction  such  legislation  is  that  of 
United  States  v.  Arjona.^^    Arjona,  the  defendant,  was  indicted 
under  an  act  of  Congress  of  1884  providing  for  the  punishment 
of  persons  counterfeiting  the  securities  of  foreign  governnientN 
Upon  the  constitutionality  of  this  act  being  questioned  upon  the 
ground  that,  though  the  United  States  had  the  implied  right  to 
declare  criminal  the  counterfeiting  of  its  own  bonds  and  notes,  ^t 
had  not  the  power  thus  to  protect  those  of  the  other  powers,  tlw? 

12  120  U.  S.  479 ;  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  628 ;  30  L.  ed.  728. 
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Supreme  Court,  in  its  opinion,  say :  *^  The  National  Govemment 
is  .  .  .  made  responsible  to  foreign  nations  for  all  violations 
by  the  United  States  of  their  international  obligations,  and  be- 
cause of  this  Congress  is  eJipressly  authorized  to  *  define  and 
ffrinish  .  .  .  offenses  against  the  law  of  nations/  .  .  .  Con- 
sequently a  law  which  is  necessary  and  proper  to  afford  this  pro- 
tection is  one  that  Congress  may  enact  because  it  is  one  needed  to 
carry  into  eJi^ecution  a  .power  conferred  by  the  Constitution  on 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  exclusively.  There  is  no 
authority  in  the  United  States  to  require  the  passage  and  enforce- 
ment  of  such  a  law  by  the  States.  Therefore,  the  United  States 
must  have  the  power  to  pass  it  and  enforce  it  thanselves,  or  be 
unable  to  perform  a  duty  which  they  may  owe  to  another  nation 
and  which  the  law  of  nations  has  imposed  upon  them  as  part  of 
the  international  obligations.  This,  however,  does  not  prevent  a 
State  from  providing  for  the  punishment  of  the  same  thing,  for 
here,  as  in  the  case  of  counterfeiting  the  coin  of  the  United  States, 
the  act  may  be  an  offense  against  the  authority  of  a  State,  as  well 
as  that  of  the  United  States."^ 

ISC/,  on  this  whole  subject  the  essay  by  J.  I.- Chamberlain,  The  Position 
of  the  Federal  OovemmetU  of  ike  United  States  m  Re§ard  to  Crimea  Com- 
mitted against  the  Subjects  of  a  Foreign  Nation  Within  the  States,  Also 
Reports  of  American  Bar  Association  for  1891,  1892,  1893;  Congressional 
Record,  52nd  Congress,  1st  Session,  1892;  Annual  Message  of  President, 
Deoemfoer,  1901,  and  Proeecdings  of  tiie  Americm  Sodety  of  Intemation&l 
Law,  1907. 

IT  ^ 
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CHAPTER  XVIL 

AMERICAN  CITIZENSHIP. 

§  127.  Citizenship  Defined. 

From  the  consideration  of  the  status  of  aliens,  we  turn  to  an 
examination  of  the  status  of  citizens  or  subjects. 

The  citizen  or  subject  body  of  a  State,  regarded  from  the  view- 
point of  other  States,  that  is,  from  the  viewpoint  of  International 
Law,  constitutes  one  homogeneous  body,  all  the  members  of  which 
have  the  same  status,  the  same  rights  and  duties.  Considered, 
however,  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  constitutional  or  municipal 
law  of  the  State  in  question,  they  may  be  grouped  into  distinct 
classes,  with  differing  public  and  private  rights.  Thus  it  is  that 
in  the  constitutional  jurisprudence  of  the  United  States  we  have 
at  present  not  only  a  distinction  between  federal  and  state  citizen- 
ship, but,  within  the  class  of  federal  citizens,  as  including  all  those 
persons  subject  to  the  full  sovereignty  of  the  United  States,  a 
distinction  between  those  who  are  "  citizens  of  the  United  States  ^* 
according  to  the  meaning  of  that  phrase  as  used  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  those  who,  though  subjects  of  the 
United  States,  are  not  citizens  within  this  narrower  constitutional 
sense. 

In  Minor  v,  Happersett,^  decided  in  1875,  the  definition  of 
citizenship,  its  essential  character,  and  the  privileges  necessarily 
attached  to  its  possession,  were  examined  in  passing  upon  the 
claim  made  that  a  woman,  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  might 
not,  simply  because  of  her  sex,  be  denied  by  a  State  the  right  of 
suffrage.     In  denying  this  claim.  Chief  Justice  Waite,  who  ren- 
dered the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  declared:     "There 
cannot  be  a  nation  without  a  people.    The  very  idea  of  a  political 
community,  such  as  a  nation  is,  implies  an  association  of  persons 
for  the  promotion  of  their  general  welfare.     Each  one  of  the  per- 

121  Wall.  162;  22  L.  ed.  627. 
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sons  associated  becomes  a  member  of  the  nation  formed  by  the 
association.  He  owes  it  allegiance  and  is  entitled  to  its  protection. 
Allegiance  and  protection  are,  in  this  connection,  reciprocal  obliga- 
tions. The  one  is  a  compensation  for  the  other;  allegiance  for  pro- 
tection and  protection  for  allegiance.  For  convenience  it  has  been 
found  necessary  to  give  a  name  to  this  membership.  The  object  is 
to  designate  by  a  title  the  person  and  the  relation  he  bears  to  the 
nation.  For  this  purpose  the  words  *  subject/  *  inhabitant/  and 
*  citizen '  have  been  used,  and  the  choice  between  them  is  some- 
times made  to  depend  upon  the  form  of  the  government  Citizen 
is  now  more  commonly  employed,  however,  and  as  it  has  been  con- 
sidered better  suited  to  the  description  of  one  living  under  a  re- 
publican government,  it  was  adopted  by  nearly  all  of  the  States 
upon  their  separation  from  Great  Britain,  and  was  afterward 
adopted  in  the  Articles  of  Confederation  and  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  .States.  When  used  in  this  sense  it  is  understood  as 
conveying  the  idea  of  membership  of  a  nation,  and  nothing 
more.''* 

>See,  holding  that  the  elective  franchise  is  not  a  necessary  incident  of 
citizenship:  1.  As  to  negroes  —  Smith  y.  Moody,  1866  (26  Ind.  299); 
United  States  v.  Crosby,  1871  (1  Hughes,  448)  ;  Anthony  v.  Holderman,  1871 
(7  Kans.  60)  ;  Van  Valkenburg  v.  Brown,  1872  (43  Cal.  42)  ;  United  States 
▼.  St.  Petersburg  (3  Hughes,  493)  ;  United  States  y.  Reese,  1875  (92  U.  S. 
214;   23   L.   ed.   563);   and   see   Opinions   of  Justices,   1857    (44   Me.   507). 

2.  As  to  women  —  Spencer  y.  Board,  1873  (8  D.  C.  169)  ;  United  States  y. 
Anthony,  1873  (11  BlatchL  200);  Minor  v.  Happersett,  1874  (21  Wall.  162; 
22  L.  ed.  627)  ;  Dorsey  y.  Brigham  (177  111.  250)  ;  Gougar  y.  Timberlake, 
189G  (148  Ind.  38);  and  see  also  People  y.  Oldtown,  1878  (88  111.  202); 
also  Ware  y.  Wisner,  1883    (50  Fed.  310)    holding  that  women  are  citizens. 

3.  As  to  minors  —  Lyons  y.  Cunningham,  1884  (66  Cal.  42)  ;  and  see  People 
V.  Oldtown,  supra.  4.  As  to  Indians,  holding  that  though  they  may  haye 
Toted,  this  did  not  make  them  citizens  —  Laurent  y.  State,  1863  (1  Kans.  313). 
5.  As  to  aliens  —  Spragins  y.  Houghton,  1840  (2  Scam.  3  111.  377); 
In  re  WehUtz,  1863  (16  Wis.  443);  United  States  y.  Hirschfield,  1876  (13 
Blatchf.  330)  ;  Lanz  y.  Randall,  1876  (4  Dill.  425)  ;  City  of  Minneapolis  y. 
Beum,  1893  (56  Fed.  576).  An  ayerment  in  pleading  that  one  was  ''a 
citizen  and  resident"  was  held  not  equiyalent  to  a  specific  charge  that  he 
was  an  "elector"  —  BlancJc  y.  Pausch,  1885  (113  111.  60).  That  the  elective 
franchise  is  not  a  right  of  citizenship  is  shown  also  by  the  fact  that  the 
courts  haye  repeatedly  sustained  legislation  which  provides  for  a  certain  prior 
residence  before  voting  in  the  county,  town,  and  precinct.     See  Anthony  y. 
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§  12t.  Suie  and  Federal  Citixendnp  DistmgiB^AecL 

As  s^pted,  the  federal  Constitution  oontained  no  definitioD  ol 
citisenshij).  Impliedly,  however,  it  recognized  a  state  dtizenship 
in  that  elanse  which  provides  that  ^^  citizens  of  eaeh  State  shall 
be  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immnnities  of  citizofiis  in  the 
several  States/'  It  wonld  also  seem  to  have  recognized  a  federal 
citizenship  in  the  clauses  pro\dd»ng  that  the  President  Aall  be 
"  a  natural  bom  citizen,  or  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  at  the 
time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution;'*  that  Senators  and  Rep- 
resentatives shall  have  been  nine  and  seven  years  resj^ectively 
citizens  ^  of  the  United  States;"  and  that  Congress  shall  have  the 
power  to  pass  laws  regulating  the  naturalization  of  aliens. 

The  relationship  between  these  two  citizenships,  state  and  na- 
tional, however,  the  Constitution  did  not  expressly  determine. 

There  has  never  been  any  question  as  to  the  existence  under 
the  Constitution  of  a  distinction  between  state  and  federal  citi- 
zenship.^   The  only  dispute  has  been  as  to  the  relation  of  the  two. 

Prior  to  the  argument  of  the  Dred  Scott  case  there  was  sur- 
prisingly little  discussion  of  this  point.  The  opinion  gen«:ally 
held  seems,  however,  to  have  been  that  every  citizen  of  a  State  was 
a  eitia^i  of  the  United  States.  This  was  the  view  declared  by 
Rawle  in  his  work  on  the  Constitution  and  by  Story  in  his  Com- 
mentaries.  Story  says :  **  Every  citizen  of  a  State  is  ipso  facto 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States."*  But  it  would  appear  that 
Story  did  not  hold  that  the  federal  citizen  body  is  made  up  ex- 
clusively of  state  citizens,  for  in  the  next  section  he  adds:    **And 

HoMemmn,  1S71  (7  Kans.  50).  And  for  the  imposition  of  otiier  require- 
ments for  voting  see  Andersoa  v.  Baker,  1865  (23  Md.  631) ;  People  ▼.  De 
La  Gnerra,  1870  (40  Cal.  311). 

Thi«  m)te  is  taken  from  the  Report  tm  Citizenship,  1«KI.    H.  K.  Doc.  No.  32d, 
S9i\\  Cong.,  2d  Session,  p.  46! 

8  See,  for  inatanoe,  the  early  case  of  Talbot  ▼.  Janson  (3  Dall.  133^),  decided 
in  1795,  in  which  the  renunciation  of  state  citizenship,  for  which  proraioa 
was  made  by  the  state  Constitution,  was  held  not  to  operate  as  a  renimeia- 
tion  of  allegiance  to  the  United  States.  Of  course,  state  citijsenship  may  be 
lost  by  residence  outside  of  the  State  without  national  citiseaship 
affected.     (Pi-entias  r.  Brennan,  2  Blatchf.  162.) 

♦I  W«7. 
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• 
a  person  who  is  a  naturalized  ^citizen  of  the  United  States,  by  a 
like  residence  in  any  State  of  the  Union  becomes  ip^  facto  a 
citizen  of  that  State.  So  a  citizen  of  a  territory  of  the  Unicm  by 
a  like  residence  acquires  the  character  of  the  State  where  he 
resides.^'  In  support  of  this  last  statement,  Story  refers  to  the 
case  of  Gassies  v.  Ballon.^  In  that  case,  decided  in  1832,  it  was 
held  tluit  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  had  been  naturaHaed 
as  an  American  citizen  and  was  residing  in  Louisiana  was  equiva- 
lent to  an  averment  that  he  was  a  citizen  of  that  State*  ^^A  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States,^  Marshall  declared  without  asrgoment, 
^^  residing  in  any  State  of  the  Union,  is  a  citizen  of  that  Staie.'' 
Frcxn  the  foregoing  it  appears  that  it  was  held  that  there  was 
a  reciprocal  relationship  between  federal  and  state  citizenship. 
By  residence  in  a  State  a  federal  citizen  became  ipso  facto  a  citi- 
zen of  that  State ;  and  a  state  citizen  was  ipso  facto  a  federal  citi- 
zen. This  doctrine  did  not,  it  is  evident,  decide  the  question  as 
to  which  of  the  two  citizenships  was  the  more  fundamental. 
Calhoun  and  others  of  his  school  have,  by  some  writers,  been 
credited  with  the  doctrine  that  there  was  no  federal  citizenship 
apart  from  the  state  citizenship  —  that  one  coidd  become  a  fed- 
eral citizen  only  by  first  becoming  a  citizen  of  one  of  the  States.* 
Calhoun  did  not,  however,  take  exactly  this  position.  In  a  speedi 
delivered  in  the  United  .States  Senate  in  1833  upon  the  then  pend- 
ing Force  Bill,  he  declared :  "  If  by  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  he  [Senator  Clayton]  means  a  citizen  at  large,  one  whose 
citizenship  extends  to  the  entire  geographical  limits  of  the  cmmtry 
without  having  a  local  citizenship  in  some  State  or  Territory',  a 
sort  of  citizen  of  the  world,  all  I  have  to  say  is  that  such  a  citizen 
would  be  a  perfect  nondescript;  that  not  a  single  individual  of 
this  description  can  be  found  in  the  entire  mass  of  the  population. 
.  .  .  Every  citizen  is  a  citizen  of  some  State  or  Territory,  and 
as  such,  under  an  express  provision  of  the  Constitution,  is  entitled 
to  all  the  pri\*ileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several 
States ;  and  it  is  in  this  and  no  other  sense  that  we  are  citizens  of 

the  United  States.'' 

•- —  -  -    -  — 

5  6  Pet.  7G1;  8  L.  ed.  573. 

•  For  example,  see  Braunon,  The  Fourteenth  Amendment^  p.  17. 
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• 
From  this  it  will  be  seen  that  Calhouii  recognized  not  only  a 
state  citizenship  but  a  territorial  citizenship,  which  latter^  of 
course,  could  be  derived  only  from  a  federal  source.  What  he 
and  others  of  the  States'  Rights  school  held  was  that  as  between 
state  citizenship  and  federal  citizenship,  the  former  was  the  more 
fundamental ;  that,  in  other  words,  the  latter,  except  as  to  citizens 
in  the  Territories,  was  derived  from  the  former.  The  fact  of  the 
federal  control  of  naturalization  Calhoun  explained  by  alleging 
that  that  power  was  one  which  enabled  Congress  simply  to  remove 
the  disabilities  of  foreign  birth,  the  sev'eral  States  being  left  free 
to  decide  whether  or  not,  when  such  disabilities  had  been  removed 
from  aliens  resident  within  their  borders,  they  should  be  accepted 
by  them  as  citizens. 

§  129.  The  Dred  Scott  Case. 

The  whole  question  of  the  relation  between  state  and  federal 
citizenship  came  up  for  discussion  and  decision  in  the  Dred  Scott 
case^  decided  in  1856.  Two  of  the  questions  involved  in  this 
case  were:  Whether  a  State  might  make  a  negro  one  of  its  citi- 
zens ;  and,  if  so,  whether  such  a  one  thereby  necessarily  became  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  and  as  such  entitled  to  the  special 
privileges  and  immunities  created  by  the  Constitution,  among 
which  privileges  was  the  right  to  bring  a  suit  in  a  federal  court 
under  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  gives  to  the  federal 
judiciary  the  power  to  hear  and  determine  suits  between  "  citizens 
of  different  States." 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  a  negro  of  African  descent,  whose 
ancestors  were  of  pure  African  blood,  and  who  had  been  brought 
into  this  country  and  sold  as  slaves.  The  plea  in  abatement  set 
up  that,  whether  free  or  not,  and  whether  by  the  laws  of  Missouri 
a  citizen  of  that  State  or  not,  Scott  was  not,  and  could  not  by  the 
action  of  a  State  be  made  a  **  citizen  '^  in  the  strict  sense  of  that 
word  as  used  in  Article  III  of  the  Constitution.  In  sustaining 
this  plea,  Chief  Justice  Taney  in  his  opinion  said :  "  The  words 
*  people  of  the  United  States '   and  *  citizens '   are   sjoionymous 

7  Scott  V.  Sanford,  19  How.  393;  15  L.  ed.  691. 


A4EBICAN  Citizenship.  263 

tenns,  and  mean  the  same  thing.  They  both  describe  the  political 
body  who,  according  to  our  republican  institutions,  form  the  sover- 
eignty, and  wha  hold  the  power  and  conduct  the  government 
through  their  representatives.  They  are  what  we  familiarly  call 
the  *  sovereign  people,'  and  every  citizen  is  one  of  this  people  and 
a  constituent  member  of  this  sovereignty.  The  question  before  us 
is,  whether  the  class  of  persons  described  in  the  plea  in  abatement 
compose  a  portion  of  this  people,  and  are  constituent  members 
of  this  sovereignty.  •  •  •  In  discussing  this  question,  we  must 
not  confound  the  rights  of  citizenship  which  a  State  may  confer 
within  its  own  limits,  and  the  rights  of  citizenship  as  a  member 
of  the  Union.  It  does  not  by  any  means  follow,  because  he  has 
all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  a  citizen  of  a  State,  that  he  must 
be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  He  may  have  all  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  the  citizen  of  a  State,  and  yet  not  be  entitled  to  the 
rights  and  privileges  of  a  citizen  in  any  other  State.  For,  previous 
to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  every 
State  had  the  undoubted  right  to  confer  on  whomsoever  it  pleased 
the  character  of  a  citizen,  and  to  endow  him  with  all  its  rights. 
But  this  character,  of  course,  was  confined  to  the  boundaries  of 
the  State,  and  gave  him  no  rights  or  privileges  in  other  States 
beyond  those  secured  to  him  by  the  laws  of  nations  and  the  comity 
of  States.  Nor  have  the  several  States  surrendered  the  power  of 
conferring  these  rights  and  privileges  by  adopting  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  Each  State  may  still  confer  them  upon 
an  alien,  or  anyone  it  thinks  proper,  or  upon  any  class  or  descrip- 
tion of  persons ;  yet  he  would  not  be  a  citizen  in  the  sense  in  which 
that  word  is  used  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  nor 
entitled  to  sue  as  such  in  one  of  its  courts,  nor  to  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  a  citizen  in  the  other  States.  The  rights  which 
he  would  acquire  would  be  restricted  to  the  State  which  gave  them. 
The  Constitution  has  conferred  on  Congress  the  right  to  establish 
an  uniform  rule  of  naturalization,  and  this  right  is  evidently  ex- 
clusive, and  has  always  been  held  by  this  court  to  be  so.  Conse- 
quently no  State,  since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  can,  by 
naturalizing  an  alien,  invest  him  with  the  rights  and  privileges 


} 


264  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

secured  to  a  citizen  of  a  State  under  the  Federal  Govemmexit,  al- 
though, 80  far  as  the  State  alone  was  oonoemed,  he  would  wur 
doubtedlj  be  entitled  to  the  rights  of  a  citizen,  and  clothed  witk 
all  the  rights  and  immunities  which  the  Constitution  and  lews 
of  the  State  attached  to  that  charactw*." 

There  was  no  dissent  on  the  part  of  any  of  the  Justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court  from  the  doctrine  declared  by  Taney  that  it  did 
not  lie  within  the  power  of  the  individual  States  to  create  federal 
citizens  by  admitting  whomsoever  they  should  see  fit  to  their  own 
citizenship.  Justice  Catron,  however*  argued  that,  under  ihe 
pleadings,  the  plea  in  abatement,  and,  therefore,  the  qoestioa  of 
citizenship,  was  not  properly  before  the  Supreme  Court,  and  Jus- 
tices McLean  and  Curtis  in  the  particular  case  at  bar  argued 
that  Scott  by  fact  of  birth  within  the  United  States  was  a  citbeoi 
of  the  L^nited  States,  and,  by  domicile,  was  a  citiz^i  of  the  State 
of  Missouri.  In  his  dissenting  opinion.  Justice  McLean  argued 
that  under  the  demurrer  which  was  filed  to  the  plea  in  abatememt, 
Scott  was  to  be  considered  a  free  man,  and-  that,  as  such,  whether 
or  not  he  was  of  negro  descent  and  had  been  a  slave,  he  was  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  State  in  which  he  was 
domiciled,  "  Being  bom  under  our  Constitution  and  laws,''  he 
said,  ^'  no  naturalization  is  required,  as  one  of  foreign  birth,  to 
make  him  a  citizen.  The  most  general  and  appropriate  definition 
of  the  term  ^  citizen '  is  a  '  freeman,'  Being  a  freeman,  and 
having  a  domicile  in  a  State  different  from  that  of  the  defendant, 
he  is  a  citizen  within  the  act  of  Congress,  and  the  courts  of  the 
L'nion  are  open  to  him." 

Justice  Curtis  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  after  declaring  the 
principle  that  the  Constitution  must  have  recognized  as  citizens 
of  the  United  States  all  those  who  were  recognized  by  the  States 
as  citizens  at  the  time  the  Constitution  was  adopted,  took  issue 
with  Chief  Justice  Tanev  as  to  the  statement  that  in  1789  free 
negroes  were  nowhere  in  America  recognized  as  citizens.  At  that 
time,  he  alleged,  not  only  were  all  free  native-bom  inhabitants  of 
Xew  Hampshire,  Massachusetts,  Xew  York,  Xew  Jersey,  and 
l^orth  Carolina,  including  those  descended  from  African  slaves. 
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citizens  of  those  States,  but  free  negroes,  where  they  had  the  neces- 
sary qualiiicatiansy  possessed  the  franchise  of  electors  on  equal 
terms  with  other  citizens.  Henoe,  he  declared,  when  the  (Jousti- 
tution  was  ado{>ted  these  became  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  course  remained  citizens  of  the  States  in  which  they  were 
domiciled.  ''I  can  find  nothing  in  the  Constitution/'  he  said, 
*  which,  proprio  vigore,  deprives  of  their  citizenship  any  class  of 
persons  who  were  citizens  of  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  its 
adoption,  or  who  should  be  nrftive-bom  citizens  of  any  State  after 
its  adoption;  nor  any  power  enabling  Congress  to  disfranchise 
persons  born  on  the  soil  of  any  State,  and  entitled  to  citizenship 
of  such  State  by  its  Constitution  and  laws.  And  my  opinion  is, 
that  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  every  free  per- 
son born  on  the  soil  of  a  State,  who  is  a  citizen  of  that  State  by 
force  of  its  Constitution  or  laws,  is  also  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States."** 

s  In  an  able  article,  entitled  ^  EmaneipatioB  aad  Citizenship  "  in  the  Yale 
Iahp  JcurmU,  XV,  263  (April,  1906),  Mr.  Grordon  £.  Sherman  Bho\^-s  con- 
clusively the  fact  that  during  the  period  from  1775  to  1789  free  negroes 
wero  ver>'  generally  held  to  be  citizens  of  the  colonies  or  States  in  wliich 
they  lived,  but  that  there  soon  began  in  some  commonwealths  a  desire  to 
banisli  the  freedmeu  from  their  borders,  to  prohibit  their  entrance  from  other 
States,  and  to  deny  the  privilegea  and  status  of  citizenship  to  such  as 
remained  within  their  several  jurisdictions.  The  historical  data  supplied  by 
this  article  fully  demonstrate  the  incorrectness  of  Taney's  assertion  that, 
at  the  time  the  Constitvtion  was  adopted,  the  free  negro  was  nowhere  re- 
garded as  a  citizen  or  as  qui^ified  for  citizenship.  Furthermore,  there  had 
been,  prior  to  the  Dred  Scott  case,  several  decisions  of  state  courts  in 
which  free  negroes  had  been  held  to  be  citizens.  Thus,  for  example,  in  State 
V.  Manoel  (3  Dev.  k  Bat  20),  decided  in  1835,  the  court  said:  ** According 
to  the  laws  of  this  State  all  human  beings  within  it  who  are  not  slaves  fall 
within  one  or  two  classes.  Wliatever  distinctions  may  have  existed  in  the 
Roman  law  between  citizens  and  free  inhabitants,  they  are  unknown  to  our 
institutions.  Before  onr  Revolution  all  free  persons  born  within  the  dominions 
of  the  King  of  Great  Britain,  whatever  tlieir  color  or  complexion,  were  native 
bom  British  subjects;  those  bom  out  of  his  allegiance  were  aliens.  Slavery 
did  not  exist  in  England,  but  it  did  exist  in  the  British  colonies.  Slaves 
were  not,  in  legal  parlance,  persons,  but  property.  The  moment  the  in- 
capacity—or  disqualification  of  color  —  was  removed  they  became  persons, 
and  were  then  either  British  subjects,  according  as  they  were  or  were  not 
bom  within  the  allegiance  of  the  British  King.  Upon  the  Revolution  no 
other  change  took  plaee  in  the  law  of  Xorth  Carolina  than  was  consequent 
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It  will  be  noticed  that  Curtis,  in  his  opinion,  makes  federal 
citizenship  dependent  on  state  citizenship  —  that  everyone  who  is 
by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  a  State  a  citizen  thereof,  is 
ipso  facto,  a  federal  citizen,  and  that,  indeed,  the  General  Govern- 
ment is  without  the  powe:  to  deny  its  citizenship  to  those  thus 
created  state  citizens  by  state  law.     This  he  states  still  more  ex- 

upon  the  transition  from  a  colony  dependent  on  an  European  king  to  a  free 
and  sovereign  State.  Slaves  remained  slaves.  British  subjects  in  North 
Carolina  became  North  Carolina  freemen^.  Foreigners,  until  made  members 
of  the  State,  continued  aliens.  Slaves  manumitted  here  became  freemen; 
and,  therefore,  if  born  within  North  Carolina  are  citizens  of  North  Carolina, 
and  all  free  persons  born  within  the  State  are  born  citizens  of  the  State. 
A  few  only  of  the  principal  objections  which  have  been  urged  against  this 
view  of  what  we  considered  the  legal  doctrine  will  be  noticed.  It  has  been  said 
that  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  the  power  of  naturalization 
has.  been  conferred  exclusively  upon  Congress,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be 
competent  for  any  State  by  its  municipal  regulations  to  a  make  a  citizen. 
But  what  is  naturalization?  It  is  the  removal  of  the  disabilities  of  alienasre. 
Emancipation  is  the  removal  of  the  incapacity  of  slavery.  The  latter  depends 
wholly  upon  the  internal  regulations  of  the  State;  the  former  belongs  to 
the  Government  of  the  United  States.  It  would  be  a  dangeroiis  mistake 
to  confound  them." 

The  court  then  goes  on  to  show  that  the  state  Constitution  gave  the  fran- 
chise to  every  adult,  without  regard  to  color,  who  had  paid  a  public  tax. 
For  cases  holding  that  the  free  negro  was  not  a  citizen,  see  Amy  v.  Smith 
(1  Litt.  [Ky.]  326),  decided  in  1822;  Crandall  v.  State  (10  Conn.  339),  de- 
cided in  1834;  State  v.  Claiborne  (1  Meigs  [Tenn.]  331),  decided  in  1S38; 
Pendleton  v.  State  (6  Ark.  609),  decided  in  1846;  Cooper  v.  Mayor  (4  Ga. 
68),  decided  in  1848.  In  the  first  of  these  cases  the  court  said:  "Prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  federal  Constitution  the  States  had  a  right  of  making 
citizens  of  any  persons  they  pleased,  but  as  the  Constitution  does  not  au- 
thorize any  but  white  persons  to  become  citizens  of  the  United  States  it 
furnishes  a  presumption  that  none  others  were  citizens  at  the  time  of  its 
adoption." 

In  Pendleton  v.  State,  the  judge  declared:  "If  citizens  in  a  full  and  con- 
stitutional sense,  why  were  they  not  permitted  to  participate  in  its  formation? 
They  certainly  were  not.  The  Constitution  was  the  work  of  the  white  race; 
the  Government,  for  which  it  provides,  and  of  which  it  is  the  fundamental 
law,  is  in  their  hands  and  under  their  control;  and  it  could  not  have  been 
intended  to  place  a  different  race  of  people  in  all  things  upon  terms  of 
equality  with  themselves.  Indeed,  if  such  had  been  the  desire,  its  utter  im- 
practicability is  too  evident  to  admit  of  doubt.  The  two  races,  differing  as 
they  do  in  complexion,  habits,  conformation,  and  intellectual  endowments, 
could  not,  nor  ever  will  live  together  upon  terms  of  social  or  political  equality. 
A  higher  than  human  power  has  so  ordered  it,  and  a  greater  than  human 
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plicitlj  a  little  later  on.  The  only  power  granted  to  Congress  with 
reference  to  the  subject,  he  says,  is  that  of  naturalization,  and  this 
extends  only  to  the  removal  of  the  disabilities  of  foreign  birth. 
These  disabilities  removed,  it  is  left,  he  declares,  with  the  States 
individually  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  persons  thus  relieved 
of  such  disabilities,  are  to  be  admitted  to  state  citizenship  and 
thereby  to  federal  citizenship.  Even  as  to  native-born  free  white 
]>erson8  it  is  left  to  the  States  to  determine  whether  or  not  they 
shall  be  recognized  as  citizens.  In  his  opinion,  Curtis  says :  "  Un- 
doubtedly, as  has  already  been  said,  it  is  a  principle  of  public 
law,  recognized  by  the  Constitution  itself,  that  birth  on  the  soil 
of  a  country  both  creates  the  duties  and  confers  the  rights  of 
citizenship.  But  it  must  be  remembered,  that  though  the  Consti- 
tution was  to  form  a  government,  and  under  it  the  United  States 
of  America  were  to  be  one  united  sovereign  nation,  to  which 
loyalty  and  obedience  on  the  one  side,  and  from  which  protection 
and  privileges  on  the  other,  would  be  due,  yet  the  several  sovereign 
States,  whose  people  were  then  citizens,  were  not  only  to  continue 
in  existence,  but  with  powers  unimpaired,  except  so  far  as  they 
were  granted  by  the  people  of  the  National  Government.  Among 
the  powers  unquestionably  possessed  by  the  several  States,  was 
that  of  determining  what  persons  should  and  what  persons  should 
not  be  citizens.  It  was  practicable  to  confer  on  the  govemmen> 
of  the  Union  this  entire  power.  It  embraced  what  may,  wel? 
enough  for  the  purpose  now  in  view,  be  divided  into  three  parts : 
First,  the  powers  to  remove  the  disabilities  of  alienage,  either  by 
special  acts  in  reference  to  each  individual  case,  or  by  establishing 
a  rule  of  naturalization  to  be  administered  and  applied  by  the 
courts.  Second:  Determining  what  persons  should  enjoy  the  privi- 
leges of  citizenship,  in  respect  to  the  internal  affairs  of  the  several 

agency  must  change  the  decree.  Those  who  framed  the  Constitution  were 
aware  of  this,  and  hence  their  intention  to  exclude  them  as  citizens  within 
the  meaning  of  the  clause  to  which  we  have  referred." 

In  a  number  of  cases  the  courts  held  a  middle  position  according  to  wliich 
free  negroes  were  described  as  citizens  of  an  order  lower  than  that  of  whites. 
For  these,  and  other  references,  see  Report  on  Citizenship  of  the  United  States 
<1006),  H.  R.  Doc.  No.  326,  50th  Congress,  2nd  Session,  pp.  63-66. 
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States.  Third:  What  native-born  persons  should  be  citizens  of 
the  United  States.  The  first-named  power,  that  of  establishing  a 
uniform  rule  of  naturalization,  was  granted ;  and  h^re  the  grant, 
according  to  its  terms,  stopped.*' 

Keferring  to  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  ^v^ch  provides  tihat 
"  The  citizens  of  each  State  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the  pri\'ileges 
and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  several  States,"  Justice  Curtis 
says :  "  Nowhere  else  in  the  Constitution  is  there  anything  con- 
cerning a  general  citizenship ;  but  here  privileges  and  immunities 
to  be  enjoyed  throughout  the  United  States,  under  and  by  force 
of  the  national  compact,  are  granted  and  secured.  In  selecting 
those  who  are  to  enjoy  these  national  rights  of  citizenship  —  how 
are  they  described  ?  As  citizens  of  each  State.  It  is  to  them  these 
national  rights  are  secured.  The  qualification  for  tbem  is  not  to 
be  looked  for  in  any  pro\asion  of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the 
United  States.  They  are  to  be  citizens  of  several  States,  and,  as 
such,  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  general  citizenship,  de- 
rived from  and  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution,  are  to  be  enjoyed 
bv  them.  It  would  seem  that  if  it  had  been  intended  to  constitute 
a  class  of  native-born  persons  within  tlie  States,  who  should  derive 
their  citizenship  of  the  United  States  from  the  action  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  this  was  an  occasion  for  referring  to  tliem.  It 
cannot  be  supposed  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  this  article  to  confer 
the  privileges  and  inununities  of  citizens  in  all  the  States  upon 
persons  not  citizens  of  the  United  States.  .  .  .  Laying  aside, 
then,  the  case  of  aliens,  concerning  which  the  Constitution  has 
recognized  the  general  principle  of  public  law,  that  allegiance  and 
citizenship  depend  on  the  place  of  birth,  that  it  has  not  attempted 
practically  to  apply  this  principle  by  designating  the  particular 
classes  of  persons  who  should  or  should  not  come  under  it;  that 
when  we  turn  to  the  Constitution  for  an  answer  to  the  question 
what  free  persons,  bom  within  the  several  States,  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  the  only  answer  we  can  receive  from  any  of 
its  express  provisions  is,  the  citizens  of  the  several  States  are  to 
enjoy  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  every  State, 
and  their  franchise  as  electors  under  the  Constitution  depends  on 
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their  citizenship  in  the  several  States.  Add  to  this,  that  the  Con- 
i^titntion  was  ordained  bj  the  citizens  of  the  several  States;  that 
they  were  ^  the  people  of  the  United  States/  for  whom  and  whose 
posterity  the  government  was  declared  in  the  preamble  of  the 
Constitution  to  be  made;  that  each  of  them  was  *  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution/ 
within  the  meaning  of  those  words  in  that  instrument;  that  by 
them  the  government  was  to  be  and  was  in  fact  organized;  and 
that  no  power  is  conferred  on  tlie  Government  of  the  Union  to 
discriminate  between  them,  or  to  disfranchise  any  of  them  —  the 
necessary  conclusion  is,  that  those  persons  born  within  the  several 
States,  who  by  force  of  their  respective  constitutions  and  laws, 
are  citizens  of  the  State,  are  therebv  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  •  •  •  It  has  been  objected,  that  if  the  Constitution  has 
left  to  the  several  States  the  rightful  power  to  determine  who 
of  their  inhabitants  shall  be  citizens  of  the  United  States,  tho 
States  may  make  aliens  citizens.  The  answer  is  obvious.  The 
Constitution  has  left  to  the  States  the  determination  what  persons 
born  within  their  respective  limits,  shall  acquire  by  birth  citizen- 
skip  of  the  United  States,  and  it  has  not  left  to  them  any  power 
to  prescribe  any  rule  for  the  removal  of  the  disabilities  of  alien- 
age.   This  power  is  exclusively  in  Congress/** 

In  effect,  the  Dred  Scott  decision  held  that  native-bom  negroes, 
whether  free  or  slave,  living  in  the  United  States,  though  subjects 
of,  that  is,  owing  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  were  not,  and 
could  not  either  by  state  or  federal  action,  be  made  "  citizens  "  of 
the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 

>At  the  first  bearing  of  this  case  before  the  Supreme  Court,  four  jiisticea, 
McLean,  Catron,  Grier,  and  Campbell,  hold  that  the  plea  in  abatement,  setting 
up  the  questioii  of  citizenship,  was  not  properly  before  the  court  because  the 
defendant  had  submitted  and  pled  over  to  the  merits.  Justice  Neteon  was  in 
doubt  as  to  this.  Upon  the  second  hearing,  Nelson  agreed  with  these  four, 
and,  consequently,  no  one  of  the  five  —  a  majority  of  the  court  —  discussed 
the  question  in  the  opinions  which  they  individually  rendered.  Justices  Wayne 
and  Daniel  agreed  with  Taney  and  Curtis  that  the  plea  was  properly  before 
the  court. 
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§  130.  The  Fourteenth  Amendment. 

In  1868  was  adopted  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  which  pro- 
vides that  "All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States, 
and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  State  wherein  they  reside." 

The  two  main  purposes  of  this  declaration  undoubtedly  were: 
(1)  The  assertion  that  national  citizenship  is  primary  and  para- 
mount to  state  citizenship;  and  (2)  the  granting  of  both  national 
and  state  citizenship  to  the  negro.  That  national  citizenship  was 
to  be  paramount  is  shown  not  only  in  the  words  just  quoted,  but 
in  the  further  provision  of  the  amendment  that  "  no  State  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  and 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  nor  shall  any  State 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws.'* 

In  the  Slaughter  House  Cases,  as  we  have  already  learned,*® 
the  Supreme  Court  held,  in  effect,  that  this  amendment  did  not 
have  the  effect  of  absorbing  state  citizenship  and  its  appurtenant 
rights  into  the  national  citizenship,  but  that  the  two  remain  as 
distinct  as  before.  Upon  this  point  the  court  declare:  "  It  [the 
clause  defining  citizenship]  declares  that  persons  may  be  citizens 
of  the  United  States  without  regard  to  the  citizenship  of  a  par- 
ticular State,  and  it  overturns  the  Dred  Scott  decision  by  making 
all  persons  born  within  the  United  States  and  subject  to  its  juris- 
diction citizens  of  the  United  States.  That  its  main  purpose  was 
to  establish  the  citizenship  of  the  negro  can  admit  of  no  doubt. 
The  phrase  '  subject  to  its  jurisdiction '  was  intended  to  exclude 
from  its  operation  children  of  ministers,  consuls,  and  citizens  or 
subjects  of  foreign  States  born  within  the  United  States.*^  The 
next  observation  is  more  important,     ...     It  is,  that  the  dis- 

roAnte,  §  86. 

n  This  interpretation  of  the  phrase  "  suhject  to  its  jurisdiction  **  was  a  mere 
dictum  of  the  court,  the  point  not  being  involved  in  the  suit  at  bar.  More- 
over it  was  an  incorrect  dictum  so  far  as  regards  persons  born  within  the 
United  States  of  parents  who  are  aliens.  U.  S.  v.  Wong  Kim  Ark,  109  U.  S. 
649;    18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;   42  L.   ed.   890. 
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tinction  between  citizenship  of  the  United  States  and  citizenship 
of  a  State  is  clearly  recognized  and  established.  Not  only  may 
a  man  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  without  being  a  citizen 
of  a  State,  but  an  important  element  is  necessary  to  convert  the 
former  into  the  latter.  He  must  reside  within  the  State  to  make 
him  a  citizen  of  it,  but  it  is  only  necessary  that  he  should  be  born 
or  naturalized  in  the  United  States  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  Union. 
It  is  quite  clear,  then,  that  there  is  a  citi^nship  of  the  United 
States,  and  a  citizenship  of  a  State,  which  are  distinct  from  each 
other,  and  which  depend  upon  different  characteristics  or  cir- 
cumstances in  the  individual." 

In  the  above  it  will  be  noticed  that  the  court  declare  that  an 
additional  element  is  necessary  to  convert  a  federal  citizen  into 
a  state  citizen.  This  additional  element,  furthermore,  is  one  the 
giving  or  refusing  of  which  is  not  within  the  control  of  the  State. 
By  the  mere  act  of  taking  up  residence  within  a  State,  which  the 
State  cannot  prevent,  a  federal  citizen,  ipso  facto,  becomes  a 
citizen  of  the  State.  The  State  thus  no  longer  has  any  power  to 
determine  who  shall  be  or  become  its  own  citizens.  The  federal 
Constitution  fixes  that  once  for  all. 

But  though  the  States  may  not  determine  who  shall  constitute 
its  citizen  body,  they  still  retain,  as  the  decision  in  the  Slaughter 
House  Cases  goes  on  to  declare,  a  full  authority,  free  from  fed- 
eral supervision  and  control,  to  decide  what  political  privileges  — 
as,  for  instance,  the  right  to  vote,  or  to  hold  ofEx^e  —  shall  exist, 
and  who  shall  be  entitled  to  enjoy  them.  Thus,  upon  the  one 
hand,  federal  and  state  citizenship  does  not  entitle  one,  of  right, 
to  the  suffrage  or  qualify  him  for  public  office.  Upon  the  other 
hand,  the  States  may  grant,  and  in  a  number  of  cases  have  granted, 
these  privileges  to  aliens  who,  though  not  naturalized,  have  de- 
clared their  intention,  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  na- 
tional law  regulating  naturalization,  of  becoming  United  States 
citizens. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  there  has 
been  no  question  but  that  all  persons,  including  negroes,  born  or 
naturalized  in  the  United  States  become  by  mere  residence  in  a 
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State  citizens  of  the  State.  Furthermore,  there  is,  and  has  been, 
no  question  but  that,  as  Tanej  says  in  his  opinion  in  the  Dred 
Seott  case,  a  State  cannot,  by  granting  its  citiz«iship  to  an  alien, 
create  such  a  one  a  federal  citizen  or  endow  him  with  any  of 
the  privilege  appertaining  to  that  status,  for  the  right  of  natmrali- 
zation  is,  as  we  shall  see,  exclusively  ^^sted  in  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

But  though  i4;  has  never  been  aathoritativdy  so  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  it  would  seem  that  while 
a  State  cannot  prevent  a  federal  citizen  from  becoming  one  of  its 
own  citizens,  it  may  grant  its  own  citizenship  to  one  not  a  fed- 
eral citizen,  and  even  to  one,  as  for  instance  a  Mongolian,  who, 
according  to  existing  federal  law,  cannot  become  a  federal  citi- 
zen. This  position  is  taken  by  the  state  court  of  Wisconsin  in 
Re  Wehlitz.^2 

In  a  line  of  decisions  it  has  been  held  that  a  person  may  by 
residence  abroad  lose  his  state  citizenship  within  the  meaning  of 
the  constitutional  provision  which  opens  the  federal  courts  to 
suits  between  citizens  of  different  States,  without  losing  his  fed- 
eral citizenship.^^ 

Whether  or  not  a  State  may  make  an  alien  one  of  its  own 
citizens  is  quite  largely  an  academic  question;  for,  as  already 
said,  it  can,  without  making  him  such,  endow  him  with  all  the 
privileges  of  citizenship,  and  even  give  him  the  franchise.  In 
Arkansas,  Indiana,  Kansas,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  South  Dakota, 
Texas,  Oregon,  and  Wisconsin,  the  alien  can,  according  to  exist- 
ing (19Q9)  law,  vote  at  aU  elections,  if  he  has  declared  his  inten- 
tion to  become  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  It  may  be  added, 
also,  that  in  a  number  of  States,  the  alien  who  has  made  this 
declaration  is  given  certain  pri\TJeges  which  are  denied  to  other 
aliens;  for  example,  to  hold  real  estate,  and  to  be  employed  on 
pubUc  works.    By  federal  law,  also,  he  may  preempt  and  acquire 

public  lands  :^*  and,  if  he  dies  before  becoming  actually  natural- 

'  ■ 

12  16  Wis.  443.     See  also  Desbois'  Case,  2  Martin,   185.     Contra,  Lana  v. 
Randall,  4  DilL  428. 

13  Prentiss  v.  Brennan,  2  Blatchf.  1(52;  Picquet  v.  Swan,  5  Mason,  35. 
"Rev.  Stats.,  Sees.  2259,  2289. 
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izedy  his  inchoate  right  to  citizenship  deacencU  to  his  widow  and 
children  who  may  be  naturalized  without  theiodelved  making  the 
declaration.^*  He  is,  on  the  other  hand,  liable  to  certain  obliga- 
tions not  required  of  other  aliens^  for  example,  the  performanoe 
of  military  service.'^ 

§  131.  District  of  Columbia  and  Territories. 

Inhabitants  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  of  a  Territory  are 
not  citizens  of  a  State  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 
They  are,  however,  of  course,  citizens  of  the  United  States.'^ 

§  132.  Boyd  v.  Nebraska  Criticized. 

In  Boyd  v.  Nebraska,^®  decided  in  1892,  the  Supreme  Court 
took  the  extreme  view,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  state  law  or  constitu- 
tion which  demanded  as  one  of  the  qualifications  for  office,  that 
the  incumbent  should  have  been  for  two  years  next  preceding  his 
election  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,*  it  did  not  lie  with  the 
tribunals  of  that  State  finally  to  determine  in  any  given  case 
when  such  citizenship  existed ;  and,  in  the  case  at  bar,  which  was 
a  proceeding  in  quo  warranto,  the  federal  court  declared  entitled 
to  the  office  of  governor  of  the  State  one  who  the  court  of  that 
State  had  declared  ineligible  because,  as  it  held,  he  was  not  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States.  In  other  words,  the  federal  Supreme 
Court  substituted  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  State's  supreme 
tribunal  as  to  the  existence  of  a  qualification  for  a  state  office 
prescribed  by  the  Constitution  of  that  State.  In  so  doing,  to  the 
author's  mind,  the  court  exceeded  its  proper  powers.  Had  there 
been  involved  the  exercise  of  a  right,  or  the  recognition  of  a  privi- 
lege or  immunitv  attached  bv  the  federal  Constitution  or  laws 
to  federal  citizenship,  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  state 

16  Rev.  Stet.,  Sec.  2168;  and  Act  June  29,  1906.    Cf.  Boyd  r.  Nebraska,  143 
U.  S.  135;   12  Sup.  a.  Rep.  375;  36  L.  ed.  103. 
wAct  March  3,  1863. 

"Hepburn  v.  Ellze>',  2  Cr.  445;  2  L.  ed.  332;  Reilly  r.  Lamar,  2  Cr.  344; 
2  L.  ed.  300;  Barney  v.  Baltimore  City,  6  Wall.  280;  18  L.  ed.  825;  New 
Orleans  v.  Winter,  1  Wh.  91;  4  L.  ed.  44;  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter, 
1  Pet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242. 

M  143  U.  S.  135;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  375;  36  L.  ed.  103. 

18 


274  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

tribunals  should  not  have  been  given  final  authority  to  determine 
as  to  the  existence  of  this  federal  citizenship,  any  more  than  they 
are  permitted  in  the  case  of  a  state  law  alleged  to  impair  the 
obligation  of  a  contract  to  determine  whether  a  contract  exists 
to  be  impaired,  or,  if  it  exists,  whether  it  has  in  fact  been 
impaired.  But  in  Boyd  v.  Nebraska  the  real  question  was  as  to 
the  existence  of  a  qualification  for  a  state  office  —  the  qualifica- 
tions for  which,  it  was  undisputed,  the  State  might  determine  as 
it  should  see  fit.  The  reasoning  of  Justice  Field  in  his  dissenting 
opinion  upon  this  point  seems  incontrovertible.^* 

§  132.  Wong  Kim  Ark  Case. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Wong  Kim  Ark,*^  decided  in 
1898,  the  Supreme  Court  was  called  upon  to  determine  whether, 
under  the  tenns  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  persons  bom  in 
the  United  States  of  alien  parents,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  In  this  case  the  question  was  as  to  the  citizenship  of  a 
child  of  Chinese  parents  who  not  only  were  not  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  but  could  not,  under  the  existing  laws,  become 
such  by  naturalization.  In  sustaining  Ark's  citizenship  the  court 
held  that  the  clause  of  the  Amendment  declaring  that  "  ail  per- 
sons born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States,"  is  but 
declaratory  of  the  common  law  principle  unreservedly  accepted 
in  England  since  Calvin's  case  (the  case  of  Postnati,  decided  iu 
1608)  and  in  the  United  States  since  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence, that  all  persons,  irrespective  of  the  nationality  of  their 
parents  born  within  the  territorial  limits  .of  a  State,  are  ipso 
facto,  citizens  of  that  State.  The  court  admitted  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  Roman  law  according  to  which  the  citizenship  of  the 
child  follows  that  of  the  parent,  irrespective  of  the  place  of  birth, 
had  been  accepted  by  certain  of  the  European  nations,  but  denied 
that  this  principle  had  become  a  true  and  universal  rule  of  inter- 

"See  ante,  §  83. 

30  169  U.  S.  649;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  42  L.  ed.  890. 
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national  law,  or  if  it  had,  that  it  had  thereby  superseded  the 
rule  of  the  common  law.^* 

The  opinion  declares :  "  The  first  section  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment  of  the  Constitution  begins  with  the  words,  *A11  per- 
sons bom  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
State  wherein  they  reside.'  As  appears  upon  the  face  of  the 
Amendment,  as  well  as  from  the  history  of  the  times,  this  was 
not  intended  to  impose  any  new  restrictions  upon  citizenship,  or 
to  prevent  any  persons  from  becoming  citizens  by  the  fact  o| 
birth  within  the  United  States,  who  would  thereby  have  become 

SI  The  court  say:  "At  the  time  of  the  passage  of  that  act,  although  the 
tendency  on  the  continent  of  Europe  was  to  make  parentage  rather  than  birth- 
place, the  criterion  of  nationality,  and  citizenship  was  denied  to  the  native- 
born  children  of  foreign  parents  in  Germany,  Switzerland,  Sweden,  and  Nor- 
way, yet  it  appears  still  to  have  been  conferred  upon  such  children  in  Holland, 
Denmark,  and  Portugal,  and,  when  claimed  under  certain  specified  conditions, 
in  France,  Belgium,  Spain,  Italy,  Greece,  and  Russia.  Cockburn,  Nationality, 
14-21.  There  is,  therefore,  little  ground  for  the  theory  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  there  was  any  settled  and  definite  rule  of  international  law,  generally 
recognized  by  civilized  nations,  inconsistent  with  the  ancient  rule  of  citizen- 
ship by  birth  within  the  dominion.  Nor  can  it  be  doubted  that  it  is  the 
ivherent  right  of  every  independent  nation  to  determine  for  itself,  and  accord- 
ing to  its  own  Constitution  and  laws,  what  classes  of  persons  shall  be  entitled 
to  its  citizenship.  Both  in  England  and  in  the  United  States,  indeed,  statutes 
have  been  passed  at  various  times  enacting  that  certain  issue  bom  abroad  of 
English  subjects,  or  of  American  citizens,  respectively,  should  Inherit,  to  some 
extent  at  least,  the  rights  of  their  parents.  But  those  statutes  applied  only 
to  cases  coming  within  their  purport;  and  they  have  never  been  considered,  in 
either  country,  as  affecting  the  citizenship  of  persons  born  within  its  dominion. 
...  So  far  as  we  arc  informed,  there  is  no  authority,  legislative,  executive, 
or  judicial,  in  England  or  America  which  maintains  or  intimates  that  the 
statutes  (whether  considered  as  declaratory,  or  as  merely  prospective),  con- 
ferring citizenship  on  foreign-born  children  of  citizens,  have  superseded  or 
restricted,  in  any  respect,  the  established  rule  of  citizenship  by  birth  within 
the  dominion.  Even  those  authorities  in  this  country  which  have  gone  the 
farthest  toward  holding  such  statutes  to  be  declaratory  of  the  con»mon  law, 
have  distinctly  recognized  and  emphatically  asserted  the  citizenship  of  native- 
bom  children  of  foreign  parents.  2  Kent,  Com.  39,  50,  53,  258,  note;  Lynch 
V.  Clarke  (1  Sandf.  Ch.  583,  649)  ;  Ludlam  v.  Ludlam  (26  N.  Y.  356)   [84  Am. 


•51   »* 


Dec.  193]. 
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citizens  according  to  the  law  existing  before  its  adoption.^    It  is 
declaratory  in  form,  and  enabling  and  extending  in  effect.    Its 
main  purpose  doubtless  was,  as  has  been  often  recognized  by  this 
court,  to  establish  the  citizenship  of  free  negroes,  which  had 
been  denied  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Taney  in 
Dred  Scott  v.  Sandford,  1857,^^  and  to  put  it  beyond  doubt  that 
all  blacks,  as  well  as  whites,  born  or  naturalized  withLa  the  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States.** 
But  the  opening  words,  *A11  persons  born,'  are  general,  not  to 
say  universal,  restricted  only  by  place  and  jurisdiction,  and  not 
by  color  or  race  —  as  was  clearly  recognized  in  all  the  opinions 
delivered  in  the  Slaughter  House  Cases  above  cited." 

Eegarding  the  phrase  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  "  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,"  the  court  say:  "  The  real  object  of 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  in  qualifying  the 
words,  '  all  persons  born  in  the  United  States^'  by  the  addition, 
*  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,'  would  appear  to  have 
been  to  exclude,  by  the  fewest  and  fittest  words  (besides  children 
of  members  of  the  Indian  tribes,  standing  in  peculiar  relation  to 
the  ]5fational  Government,  unknown  to  the  common  law),  the  two 
classes  of  cases  —  children  bom  of  alien  en«nies  in  hostile  occu- 
pation, and  children  of  diplomatic  representatives  of  a  foreign 
State  —  both  of  which,  as  has  already  been  shown  by  the  law  of 
England,  and  by  our  own  law,  from  the  time  of  the  first  settle- 
ment of  the  English  colonies  in  America,  had  been  recognized 
exceptions  to  the  fundamental  rule  of  citizenship  by  birth  within 

the  country."^ 

• « 

^  For  comments  on  the  "  history  of  the  times,"  and  the  debates  in  Congress 
as  sIiowiBg  the  intended  meaning  of  the  citizenship  clause  of  the  Amendment, 
see  pages  607-69Q  of  the  opinion  in  the  \Vo!ig  Kim  Ark  Case.  See  also  Van 
Dyne.  Citizenship  of  Hue  United  States,  chapter  I. 

»ia  How.  393;  15  L.  ed,  691. 

»*  Citing  The  Slaughter  House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36;  21  L.  ed.  394;  Strauder 
V.  West  Virginia,  100  U.  S.  303;  25  L.  ed.  664;  Kv  parte  Virginia.  100  U.  S. 
339;  25  L.  ed.  t576;  Neal  v.  Delaware,  103  U.  S.  370;  26  L.  ed.  567;  Elk  v.  , 
TVUkins,  112  U.  S.  94;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41 ;  28  L.  ed.  643. 

25  Citing  Calvin's  Case,  7  Coke,  1186;  Cockbum,  Nationality,  7;  Dicev, 
Confi.  Laws,  177;  Inglis  v.  Sailor's  Snug  Harbor,  3  Pet.  99;  7  Lw  ed.  617; 
2  Kent,  Com,  39. 
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^^  The  power  of  nAturalizatioiiy  vested  m  Congress  by  the  Coo- 
slitution,"  the  opinion  continues,  *^  ifl  a  power  to  confer  ^tizen- 
ship,  not  ft  power  to  take  it  away.  ^A  natoraliaed  citizen,'  siud 
Chief  Justiee  Marshall,  ^  beoomes  a  member  of  the  society,  pos- 
eesfiing  all  the  rights  of  a  native  citizen,  and  standing,  in  the  view 
of  the  Constitation,  on  the  footing  of  a  native.  The  Constitation 
does  not  authorize  Congress  to  enlarge  or  abridge  those  rights. 
The  simple  power  of  the  national  legislature  is  to  prescribe  a 
uniform  rule  of  naturalization,  and  the  exercise  of  this  power 
exhausts  it,  so  far  a«  respects  the  individuaL  The  Constitution 
then  takes  him  up,  and,  among  otlier  rights,  extends  to  him  the 
capacity  of  suing  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  precisely 
under  the  same  circumstances  which  a  native  might  sue.^** 
Congress  having  no  power  to  abridge  the  rights  conferred 
by  the  Constitution  upon  those  who  have  become  naturalized 
citizens  by  virtue  of  acts  of  Congress,  a  fortiori,  no  act  or 
omission  of  Congress,  as  to  the  providing  for  the  naturkliza- 
tion  of  parents  or  children  of  a  particular  race,  can  affect 
citizenship  acquired  as  a  birthright,  by  virtue  of  the  Constitu- 
tion itself,  without  any  aid  of  legislation.  The  Foui'teenth 
Amendment,  while  it  leaves  the  power  where  it  was  before,  in 
Congress,  to  regulate  naturalization,  has  conferred  no  authority 
upon  Congress  to  restrict  the  effect  of  birth,  declared  by  the  Con- 
stitution to  constitute  a  sufficient  and  complete  right  to  citizen- 
ship. No  one  doubts  that  the  Amendment,  as  soon  as  it  was 
promulgated,  applied  to  persons  of  African  descent  born  in  the 
United  States,  wherever  the  birthplace  of  their  parents  might 
have  been ;  and  yet,  for  Uvo  years  afterward,  there  was  no  statute 
authorizing  persons  of  that  race  to  be  naturalized.  If  the  omission 
or  the  refusal  of  Congress  to  permit  certain  classes  of  persons  to 
be  made  citizens  by  naturalization  could  be  allowed  the  effect  of 
correspondingly  restricting  the  classes  of  persons  who  should 
become  citizens  by  birth,  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  Congress, 
at  any  time,  by  striking  negroes  out  of  the  naturalization  laws, 
and  limiting  those  laws,  as  they  were  formerly  limited,  to  white 

llOiboni  ▼.  U.  S.  Bank,  9  Wheat.  738;  6  L.  ed.  204. 
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persons  only,  to  defeat  the  main  purpose  of  the  constitutional 
amendment.  The  fact,  therefore,  that  acts  of  Congress  or  treaties 
have  permitted  Chinese  persons  born  out  of  this  country  to  become 
citizens  by  naturalization,  cannot  exclude  Chinese  persons  born 
in  this  country  from  the  operation  of  the  broad  and  clear  words 
of  the  Constitution,  *A11  persons  born  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States.'  " 

The  acceptance  of  the  foregoing  doctrine,  it  was  held,  does  not 
prevent  the  United  States  from  providing  that  children  born 
abroad  of  American  citizens  shall  be  considered  citizens  of  the 
United  States."^ 

^  Chief  Justice  Fuller  rendered  in  the  Wong  Kim  Ark  case  a  dissenting 
opinion  conrurrcd  in  by  Justice  Harlan.  These  justices  took  the  position  that 
nationality  was  essentially  a  political  idea  and  as  such  the  constitutional 
provisions  regarding  it  were  to  be  interpreted  in  tlie  light  of  international 
rather  than  English  municipal  provisions.  "  Obviously,"  they  said,  "  where 
the  Constitution  deals  with  common-law  rights  and  uses  common  law  phrase- 
olog}',  its  language  should  be  read  in  the  light  of  the  common  law;  but  when 
the  question  arises  as  to  what  constitutes  citizenship  of  the  nation,  involving 
as  it  does,  international  relations,  and  political  as  distinguished  from  civil 
status,  international  principles  must  be  considered,  and  unless  the  municipal 
law  of  England  appears  to  have  been  affirmatively  accepted,  it  cannot  be 
allowed  to  control  in  the  matter  of  construction." 

This  affirmative  acceptance  of  the  English  common  law  upon  this  subject, 
these  justices  are  unable  to  find.  Upon  the  contrary,  they  find  in  the  executive 
practice  and  various  legislative  acts  of  the  United  States  Ggvernment  rejection 
of  important  parts  of  the  English  doctrine  of  citizenship.  Thus,  for  example, 
since  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  tliis  country  has  consistently  rejected 
what,  until  1870,  was  the  d«x;trine  of  inalienable  allegiance;  that  is,  the 
doctrine  denying  the  general  right  of  expatriation.  Furthermore,  it  is  asserted 
in  this  dissenting  opinion,  that  the  act  ot  congress  providing  that  children 
born  abroad  of  American  parents  are  American  citizens,  is  an  evidence  that 
the  conunon-law  doctrine  of  jus  soli,  as  distinguished  from  the  civil  rule  of 
jus  sanguinis f  was  not  accepted  as  the  general  principle  governing  natural 
citizenship.  After  a  review  of  the  treaties  of  the  United  States,  with  China 
and  various  acts  of  Congress  and  decisions  of  the  courts  with  reference  thereto. 
Chief  Justice  Fuller  concludes :  "  Did  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  impose  the 
original  English  common-law  rule  on  this  country?  Did  the  Amendment 
operate  to  abridge  the  treaty-making  power,  or  the  power  to  establish  an 
uniform  rule  of  naturalization?  I  insist  that  it  cannot  be  maintained  that 
this  government  is  unable  through  the  action  of  the  President,  concurred  in 
by  the  Senate,  to  make  a  treaty  with  a  foreign  government  providing  that  the 
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subjects  of  that  government,  although  allowed  to  enter  the  United  States,  shall 
not  be  nu&de  citizens  thereof,  and  that  their  children  shall  not  become  such 
citizens  by  reason  of  being  born  therein.  A  treaity  couched  in  those  precise 
terms  would  not  be  incompatible  with  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  unless  it 
be  held  that  that  Amendment  has  abridged  the  treaty-making  power.  Nor 
would  a  naturalization  law  excepting  persons  of  a  certain  race  and  their 
children  be  invalid,  unless  the  Amendment  has  abridged  the  power  of  natural- 
ization. This  cannot  apply  to  our  colored  fellow  citizens,  who  never  were 
aliens  —  were  never  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  *  Born  in 
the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,'  and  *  naturalized  in 
the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,'  mean  born  or 
naturalized  under  such  circumstances  as  to  be  completely  subject  to  that 
jurisdiction,  that  is,  as  completely  as  citizens  of  tlie  United  States,  who  are 
of  course  not  subject  to  any  foreign  power,  and  can  of  right  claim  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  the  United  States  on  their  behalf  wherever  they  may 
be.  When,  then,  children  are  born  in  the  United  States  to  the  subjects  of  a 
foreign  power,  with  which  it  is  agreed  by  treaty  that  they  shall  not  be 
naturalized  thereby,  and  as  to  whom  our  own  law  forbids  them  to  be  natural- 
ized such  children  are  not  bom  so  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  as  to  become 
citizens,  and  entitled  on  that  ground  to  the  interposition  of  our  government, 
if  they  happen  to  be  found  in  the  country  of  their  parents*  origin  and  alle- 
giance, or  any  other.  ...  I  think  that  it  follows  that  the  children  of 
Chinese  born  in  tliis  country  do  not,  ipso  facto^  become  citizens  of  the  United 
States  unless  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  overrides  both  treaty  and  statute. 
Does  it  bear  that  construction;  or,  rather,  is  it  not  the  proper  construction 
that  all  persons  born  in  the  United  States  of  parents  permanently  residing 
here  and  susceptible  of  becoming  citizens,  and  not  prevented  therefrom  by 
treaty  or  statute,  are  citizens,  and  not  otherwise?  But  the  Chinese  under 
their  form  of  government,  the  treaties  and  st^itutes,  cannot  become  citizens  nor 
acquire  a  permanent  home  here,  no 'matter  what  the  length  of  their  stay  may 
be.  Wharton,  Confl.  Latcs,  §  12.  ...  It  is  not  to  be  admitted  that  the 
children  of  persons  so  situated  become  citizens  by  the  accident  of  birth.  On 
the  contrary,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  President  and  the  Senate  by  treaty,  and 
the  Congress  by  naturalization,  have  the  power,  notwit^istanding  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment,  to  prescribe  that  all  persons  of  a  particular  race,  or  their 
children,  cannot  become  citizens,  and  that  it  res>ults  that  the  consent  to  allow 
such  persons  to  come  into  and  reside  within  our  geographical  limits  does  not 
cairy  with  it  the  imposition  of  citizenship  by  birth  on  children  born  in  the 
United  States  of  parents  permanently  located  therein,  and  who  might  themselves 
become  citizens;  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  does  it  arbitrarily  make  citizens  of 
children  born  in  the  United  States  of  parents  who,  according  to  the  will  of 
their  native  government  and  of  this  government,  are  and  must  remain  aliena." 
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CHAPTER  XVIIL 

NATURAUZATION. 

§  133.  Naturalization  by  Statute. 

Each  country  determines^  by  its  own  municipal  law,  the  per- 
sons to  be  admitted  to  its  citizenship. 

Since  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  it  has  been  recognized 
that  citizenship  of  the  United  States  may  be  obtained  in  two  ways 
—  by  birth  within  the  country,  and  by  naturalization.  As  has 
been  already  learned,  up  to  the  time  of  the  Dred  Scott  decision 
there  was  doubt  whether  birth  within  the  United  States  or  natural- 
ization by  the  General  Government  was  sufficient  to  endow  one 
with  either  federal  or  state  citizenship.  By  that  decision  this 
doubt  was  resolved  in  the  negative,  it  being  held  that  no  one  by 
mere  birth  became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  that  one 
could  become  a  federal  citizen  only  by  becoming  first  a  citizen  of 
a  State,  though  it  was  also  held,  it  will  be  remembered,  that  a  State 
could  not,  by  making  an  African  negro  one  of  its  own  citizens, 
thereby  endow  him  with  the  general  constitutional  privileges  of 
federal  citizenship.  By  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  however,  it 
was  declared  that  national  citizenship  is  no  longer  dependent  upon 
state  citizenship,  and  that  mere  birth  within  the  United  States, 
even  though  of  alien  parents,  or  naturalization  by  federal  law,  is 
sufficient  to  create  national  citizenship;  and  that  residence  in  a 
State  is  sufficient  to  render  such  a  one  a  citizen  of  that  State. 

We  thus  see  that  the  power  given  to  Congress  by  Article  I,  Sec- 
tion VIII,  Clause  4,  of  the  Constitution  ''  to  establish  an  uniform 
rule  of  naturalization  "  is  not  to  be  construed,  as  was  once  alleged, 
as  simply  a  power  to  remove  the  disabilities  of  foreign  birth,  leav- 
ing it  to  the  States  to  determine  whether  or  not,  when  such  dis- 
abilities are  removed,  the  individual  shall  become  a  citizen  of  the 
State  where  he  resides,  and  therebv  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
in  the  full  constitutional  sense  of  the  term ;  but  that  it  is  a  full 
complete  power  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  provide  for  the  creation 
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of  federal  citizens  by  the  naturalization  of  persons  of  foreign 
birth.  With  the  exception  of  a  few  early  cases^  there  has  never 
been  any  question  but  that  the  power  of  naturalization,  whatever 
its  scope,  is  vested  exclusively  in  Congress.  The  cases  holding 
this  from  the  time  of  Chirac  v.  Chirac^  to  United  States  v.  Wong 
Blim  Ark^  are  too  numerous  to  cite.* 

It  lies  within  the  legislative  discretion  of  Congress  to  determine 
the  mode  of  naturalization,  the  conditions  upon  which  it  will  be 
granted,  and  the  persons  and  classes  of  persons  to  whom  the  right 
will  be  extended ;  but,  as  was  said  in  the  Wong  Kim  Ark  case,  not 
to  limit  the  civil  and  political  rights  of  naturalized  citizens  be- 
yond the  limits  provided  for  in  the  Constitution, 

Except  as  limited  by  the  Constitution  it  is  within  thQ  power 
of  Congress  to  determine  the  civil  and  political  rights  which 
naturalized  citizens  shall  enjoy,  and  to  make  these  rights  less  than 
those  possessed  by  native-bom  subjects.  The  due  process  of  law 
clause  of  the  Fifth  Amendment,  however,  would  prevent  any  very 
great  discrimination  as  to  civil  rights,  and  this  limitation  is  rein- 
forced by  the  obligations  of  international  comity.  The  Constitu- 
tion itself  provides  that  only  a  native-born  citizen  shall  be 
'  eligible  to  the  Presidency,**  or  to  the  Vice-Presidency.* 

In  the  United  States  the  granting  of  naturalization  is  held  to 

be  a  judicial  act.^ 

— ' 

iSee  especially  Collet  v.  Collet.  2  Dall.  294;  1  L.  e(L  387. 

a  2  Wh.  259 ;  4  L.  ed.  234. 

»  169  U.  S.  649;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  450;  42  L.  ed.  890. 

<  For  an  excellent  statement  of  the  exclusiveness  of  the  federal  power,  see 
Taney's  opinion  in  Scott  v.  Saudford.  19  How.  393;  15  L.  ed.  691. 

B  Art.  n.  Sec.  1,  CI.  5. 

•  Twelfth  Amendment. 

TSpratt  V.  Spratt,  4  Tet.  395;  7  L.  cd.  897.     Until  1870  naturalization  in 

England  was  by  special  act  of  Parliament.     Naturalization  papers  are  now 

gi-anted    by    the    Home    Secretary.      India    and    many    of    the    other    British 

colonies  have  laws  of  their  own  fixing  the  terms  on  which  they  will  grant 

their  own  special  citizenship  to  aliens  —  a  citizenship  which,  of  course,  does 

not  carry  with  it  a  general  English  citizenship.     Tliis  practice  is  anomalous 

\    in  that  it  makes  the  one  so  naturalized  swear  fealty  to  the  English  King  and 

i    repudiate  all  foreign  allegiance,  and  yet  does  not  make  him  an  English  citizen 

except  for  the  particular  colony.    Thus  the  British  Naturalization  Act  of  1870 

(Section  16)    provides:     "All  laws,  statutes,  and  ordinances  whicli  may  be 
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Congress  by  statute  determines  the  courts  which  shall  exercise 
the  right  to  naturalize,  and  to  such  courts  the  function  is  ex- 
clusively confined.  Congress  may  authorize,  and  for  many  years, 
has  authorized,  state  courts  to  entertain  naturalization  proceed- 
ings, but  there  is,  of  course,  no  power  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  compel  the  exercise  by  such  state  courts  of  the 
power  so  granted.® 

duly  made  by  tlie  legislature  of  any  British  possession  for  imparting  to  any 
person  the  privileges,  or  any  of  the  privileges  of  naturalization,  to  be  enjoyed 
by  such  person  within  the  limits  of  such  possession,  shall,  within  such  limits, 
have  the  authority  of  law."  In  an  interesting  note  in  the  Juridical  Review 
(XIV,  299)  entitled  '*  Naturalization  in  the  Colonies,"  the  question  is  raised 
as  to  the  status  in  foreign  countries  of  a  person  who  has  been  granted  all 
the  rights  of  British  citizenship  within  a  particular  colony,  and  has  sworn 
fealty  to  the  British  King  and  has  foresworn  all  other  allegiance: — whether, 
for  example,  such  a  one  while  in  France  plotting  against  the  English  King 
would  be  guilty  of  treason,  or  what  degree  of  British  protection  such  a 
naturalized  colonial  would  be  entitled  to  in  other  than  British  territory.  The 
author  inclines  to  the  belief  that  such  a  one  would  not,  in  the  case  8upp>osed, 
be  guilty  of  treason,  also  that  a  naturalized  colonial  would  not  be  entitled  to 
Biitish  protection  while  abroad. 

In  the  report  of  the  Inter-Departmental  Committee  on  the  Naturalization 
Law,  pros<,'nted  to  the  Houses  of  Parliament  July  24,  1901,  it  was  recom- 
mended that  "  provision  should  be  made  by  legislation  enabling  a  Secretary 
of  State,  or  the  Governor  of  a  British  possession,  to  confer  the  status  of  a 
British  subject  upon  persons  who  fulfil  the  requisite  conditions  in  any  part  of 
the  British  Dominions,  and  that  the  status  so  conferred  should  be  recognized 
by  British  law  everywhere  within  and  without  His  Majesty's  dominions.  This 
provision  should  be  without  prejudice  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  of  any 
British  possession  to  provide  for  the  conferring  upon  any  persons  under  such 
conditions  as  it  miglit  see  fit,  the  whole  or  any  of  the  rights  of  British  sub- 
jects within  its  own  territory." 

8  The  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  federal  courts  to  set  aside,  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud,  a  decree  of  naturalization  granted  by  a  state  court,  or  to 
annul  it  by  an  injunction  prohibiting  giving  effect  to  it,  seems  in  doubt, 
as  appears  from  some  decisions  rendered  prior  to  the  Act  of  1906  below 
quoted:  United  States  v.  Norach,  42  Fed.  Rep.  417; United  States  v.  Gleason, 
78  Fed.  Hep.  396.  Cf,  article  by  Judge  Henry  Stockbridge,  "the  Law  of 
Naturalization,"  in  the  Green  Bag,  XVII,  644.  The  Act  of  June  29,  1906, 
Section  15,  provides  that  "  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  United  States  district 
attorneys  for  the  respective  districts,  upon  afl&davit  showing  good  cause 
therefor,  to  institute  proceedings  in  any  court  having  jurisdiction  to  natural- 
ize aliens  in  the  judicial  district  in  which  the  naturalized  citizen  may  reside 
at  the  time  of  bringing  the  suit,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  and  cancel- 
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It  has  been  held  that  naturalization  has  a  retroactive  effect  to 
the  extent  of  removing  liability  to  forfeiture  of  lands  held  dur- 
ing alienage.^ 

The  naturalization  of  a  father  operates  as  a  naturalization  of 
his  minor  children  if  they  are  dwelling  within  the  United  States.'^ 
This  same  case  holds  that  a  declaration  of  a  father  of  an 
intention  to  become  naturalized  gives  to  his  children  who 
attain  their  majority,  before  their  father's  naturalization  is 
completed,  an  inchoate  citizenship  which,  upon  majority  may 
be  repudiated.  "  Clearly,"  say  the  court,  **  minors  acquire 
an  inchoate  status  by  the  declaration  of  intention  on  the 
part  of  their  parents.  If  they  attain  their  majority  before  the 
parent  completes  his  naturalization,  then  they  have  an  election  to 
repudiate  the  status  which  they  find  impressed  upon  them,  and 
determine  that  they  will  accept  allegiance  to  some  foreign  poten- 
tate or  power  rather  than  hold  fast  to  the  citizenship  which  the 

ing  tlie  certificate  of  citizenship  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  on  the  ground 
that  such  certificate  of  citizenship  was  illegally  procured.  Whenever  anj 
certificate  of  citizenship  shall  be  set  aside  or  cancelled,  as  herein  provided 
the  Court  in  which  such  judgment  or  decree  is  rendered  shall  make  an 
order  cancelling  such  certificate  of  citizenship  and  shall  send  a  certified  copy 
of  such  order  to  the  Bureau  of  Immigration  and  ^Naturalization;  and  in 
case  such  certificate  was  not  originally  issued  by  the  Court  making  such 
order  it  shall  direct  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  transmit  a  copy  of  such  order 
and  judgment  to  the  court  out  of  which  such  certificate  of  citizenship  shall 
have  been  originally  issued.  And  it  shall  thereupon  be  the  duty  of  the  clerk 
of  the  court  receiving  such  certified  copy  of  the  order  and  judgment  of  the 
Court  to  enter  the  same  of  record  and  to  cancel  such  original  certificate 
of  citizenship  upon  the  records  and  to  notify  the  Bureau  of  Immigration 
and  >Jaturalization  of  such  cancellation."  This  provision  has  been  held  con- 
stitutional in  United  States  v.  Simon,  170  Fed.  680.  This  section  further 
provides  that:  "If  any  alien  who  shall  have  secured  a  certificate  of  citi- 
zenship under  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall,  within  five  years  after  the 
issuance  of  such  certificate,  return  to  the  country  of  his  nativity,  or  go  to  any 
other  foreign  country  and  take  permanent  residence  therein,  it  shall  be  con- 
sidered a  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  lack  of  intention  on  the  part  of  such 
alien  to  become  a  permanent  citizen  of  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  filing 
his  application  for  citizenship,  and,  in  the  absence  of  countervailing  evidence, 
it  shall  be  sufiicient  in  the  proper  proceedings  to  authorize  the  cancellation 
of  hir  certificate  of  citizenship  as  fraudulent." 

•  Manuel  v.  Wulff,  15^  U.  S.  606;  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  651;  38  L.  ed.  532; 
Governor's  Heirs  v.  Robertson,  11  Wh.  332;  6  L.  ed.  488. 

wBoyd  V.  Nebraska,  143  U.  S.  135;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  376;  36  L.  ed.  103. 
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act  of  the  parent  has  initiated  for  them.  Ordinarily  this  is  de- 
termined by  application  on  their  own  behalf,  bnt  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  an  actual  equivalent  may  not  be  accepted  in  liea  of  a 
technical  compliance.'' 

§  134.  Naturalization    by    Annexation    of    Territory    and    by 
Treaty. 

Where  territories  are  annexed  either  by  treaty  or  by  conquest, 
the  status  of  their  inhabitants  is  determined  at  the  will  of  the 
annexing  States.  In  all  cases,  however,  in  the  absence  of  any 
treaty  stipulations  to  the  contrary,  the  annexation  of  a  territory 
transfers  to  the  annexing  State  the  allegiance  of  its  inhabitants, 
and  makes  them,  from  the  viewpoint  of  other  nations,  the  citi- 
zens of  that  State.  WTiether  or  not,  however,  they  become  its 
citizens  in  the  stricter  constitutional  sense  depends  upon  the  mu- 
nicipal will  of  that  coimtry.  This  branch  of  the  subject  will  be 
treated  in  the  chapter  dealing  with  "  Citizenship  in  the  Terri- 
tories and  Dependencies." 

Besides  naturalization  by  general  acts,  by  treaty,  and  by  eon- 
quest,  there  have  been  many  instances  in  the  United  States  of 
naturalization  of  specific  individuals  or  groups  of  individuals  by 
special  acts  of  Congress.^ ^ 

By  statute  it  is  provided  that  "  all  children  heretofore  bom  out 
of  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Utiited  States,  whose  fathers 
were  or  may  be  at  the  time  of  their  birth  citizens  thereof,  are  de- 
clared to  be  citizens  of  the  United  States ;  but  the  rights  of  citizen- 
ship shall  not  descend  to  children  whose  fathers  never  resided  in 
the  United  States. ^'-^ 

The  application  of  this  principle  to  persons  born  in  countries 
which,  like  the  United  States,  claim  as  their  own  citizens  all  per- 
sons bom  within  their  limits,  is  to  create  a  double  citizenship. 
This  is  true,  especially,  of  course,  with  reference  to  England. 

11  Cf.  Van  Dj-ne,  Citizenship  of  the  United  States,  Chapter  VI.  See  the 
same  work,  chapter  VI,  for  questions  of  citizenship  connected  with  the  admis- 
sion of  Territories  as  States. 

wRev.  Stat.,  S  1993. 
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Most  European  countries  apply  the  doctrine  of  jus  sanguinis 
in  fixing  citizenship.  That  is,  they  treat  as  their  own  citizens 
persons  wherever  born,  whose  parents  are  their  citizens.  In  some 
cases  also,  they  apply  the  jt^  soli  as  well,  claiming  as  their  own 
citizens  persons  born  upon  their  soil  of  alien  parents.  This,  for 
example,  is  the  practice  of  France.  Many  States  permit  after 
majority  an  election  to  one  born  in  one  country  of  parents  who  are 
citizens  of  another;  for  example,  France,  Spain,  Belgium,  Greece, 
Bdivaa,  Italy,  Portugal,  Mexico,  and  Great  Britain.  The  British 
Act  of  1870  declares  that  "  any  person  who  is  born  out  of  Her 
Majesty's  dominions,  of  a  father  being  a  British  subject,  may,  if 
of  full  age,  and  not  under  any  disability,  make  a  declaration  of 
alienage,  .  .  .  and,  from  and  after  the  making  of  such  decla- 
ration, shall  cease  to  be  a  British  subject."  In  default  of  such 
declaration  he  remains,  by  birth,  a  British  subject 

Double  citizenship  is  also  created,  as  we  shall  see  in  those  cases 
in  which  one  country  naturalizes  the  citizens  of  another  country 
which  does  not  admit  the  right  of  the  individual  to  expatriate 
himself  without  the  consent  of  the  State  of  his  natural  allegiance. 

The  difficulties  and  conflicting  claims  arising  out  of  these  cases 
of  double  allegiance  have  been  numerous,  and  have  usually  been 
settled,  each  case  uiK)n  its  own  merits,  by  way  of  compromise  and 
upon  doctrines  of  comity,  rather  than  by  the  establishment  of  any 
very  general  principles.  Thus  it  has  been  held  upon  numerous 
occasions  by  the  executive  branch  of  our  government  that  our  law 
cannot  operate  to  relieve  such  persons  from  their  allegiance  to 
the  countries  in  which  they  are  born  so  long  as  they  remain  in 
such  countries.  It  has  also  been  generally  held  that  where  a 
naturalized  American  citizen  returns  to  his  native  country,  he  may 
be  held  bound  by  such  obligations,  as,  for  example,  the  rendition  of 
military  service,  as  may  have  been  due  by  him  at  the  time  of  his 
departure  from  his  native  country. ^^ 

1*  Cf.  W.  S.  Tingle,  Germany* 8  Clatrng  Upon  Otrman  Americans  in  Oermanp, 
iPhiUdelphia,  1903. 
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EXPATRIATION.! 

§  136.  Denial  of  Right  of  Expatriation. 

Until  comparatively  recent  times^  except  in  the  United  States^ 
the  right  of  a  citizeii  to  cast  off  his  natural  allegiance,  tb^ 
allegiance  into  which  he  is  born,  was  generally  denied  by  the 
States  of  the  world. 

This  denial  was  made,  but  not  always  enforced  in  practice, 
in  England  down  to  the  time  of  her  Naturalization  Act  of  1870. 
Blackstone  in  his  Commentaries  declared :  *^  It  ia  a  principle  of 
universal  law  .that  the  natural-born  subject  of  one  prince  cannot, 
by  any  act  of  his  own,  no,  not  by  swearing  allegiance  to  another, 
put  off  or  discharge  his  natural  allegiance  to  the  former ;  for  this 
natural  allegiance  is  intrinsic,  and  primitive,  and  antecedent  to 
the  other,  and  cannot  be  divested  without  the  concurrent  act  of 
that  prince  to  whom  it  was  first  due.  Indeed,  the  natural-bom 
subject  of  one  prince,  to  whom  he  owes  allegiance,  may  be  en- 
tangled by  subjecting  himself  absolutely  to  another ;  but  it  is  his 
own  act  that  brings  him  into  these  straits  and  difiiculties,  of  owing 
service  to  two  masters ;  and  it  is  unreasonable  that,  by  such  volun- 
tary act  of  his  own,  he  should  be  able  at  pleasure  to  unloose  those 
bands  by  which  he  is  connected  to  his  natural  prince." 

The  statute  3  Jac.  1,  chap.  4,  provided  that  promising  obedience 
to  any  other  prince,  State,  or  potentate,  subjected  the  person  so 
doing  to  be  adjudged  a  traitor,  and  to  suffer  the  penalty  of  high 
treason. 

In  respect  to  the  naturalization  law  of  the  United  States,  passed 
in  1795,  Lord  Grenville  wrote  to  our  minister,  Rufus  King:  "  No 
British  subject  can,  by  such  a  form  of  renunciation  as  that  which 

1  In  addition  to  the  general  authorities  on  citizenship,  see  chapter  VII  of 
Moore's  American  Diplomacy ^  and  the  address  of  Hon.  Oscar  S.  Straus  en- 
titled "  The  United  States  Doctrine  of  Citizenship  and  Expatriation  "  before 
the  American  Social  Science  Association,  1901. 
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is  prescribed  in  the  American  law  of  naturalization,  divest  himself 
of  his  allegiance  to  his  sovereign.  Such  a  declaration  of  renuncia- 
tion made  by  any  of  the  King's  subjects  would,  instead  of  operat- 
ing as  a  protection  to  them,  be  considered  an  act  highly  criminal 
on  their  part.^ 

The  assertion  by  England  of  this  principle  with  reference  to  her 
subjects  who  had  become  naturalized  American  citizens  was  one 
of  the  causes  of  the  War  of  1812.^ 

In  a  proclamation  issued  in  1807,  the  King  declared:  "Now 
we  do  hereby  warn  all  mariners,  seafaring  men,  and  others  our 
natural-born  subjects,  that  no  such  letters  of  naturalization  or 
certificates  of  citizenship  do  or  can  in  any  manner  divest  our 
natural-bom  subjects  of  the  alliance  or  in  any  degree  alter  the 
duty  which  they  owe  to  us,  their  lawful  sovereign." 

In  the  treaty  of  Ghent  which  marked  the  conclusion  of  this 
war  no  mention,  one  way  or  the  other,  was  made  of  this  English 
doctrine;  but  in  future  England  ceased  to  enforce  her  claims  in 
an  arbitrary  manner  against  English  bom,  but  American  natural- 
ized, citizens.  ♦ 

By  the  act  of  1870  England  definitely  abandoned  the  doctrine. 
By  that  statute  it  is  recognized  that  by  voluntarily  assuming 
citizenship  in  another  State,  British  citizenship  is  lost,  though 
such  change  of  allegiance  is  not  to  operate  to  discharge  the  ex- 
patriated one  from  liability  for  acts  or  defaults  committed  prior 

«2  Am.  SUte  Pap.,  p.  149;  Fitch  v.  Weber,  6  Hare,  p.  51. 

>  Moore  (Op.  Cit.,  p.  173)  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  dispute  over 
impressment  as  a  whole  did  not  involve  the  crucial  point  of  the  later  con- 
troversies as  to  expatriation.  "  The  burden  of  the  complaint  in  regard  to 
impressment,"  writes  Moore,  "  as  defined  in  Madison's  war  message  of  June 
1,  1812,  was  that  Great  Britain  sought,  under  cover  of  belligerent  right,  to 
execute  her  municipal  law  of  allegiance  on  board  the  ships  of  other  countries 
en  the  high  seas,  where  no  laws  could  operate  'but  the  laws  of  the  country  to 
which  the  vessels  belong.'  Precisely  the  same  position  was  maintained  by 
Webster  in  his  correspondence  with  Lord  Ash  burton  in  1842.  Ships  on  the 
high  seas  are  treated,  for  purposes  of  jurisdiction,  as  if  they  were  part  of 
the  territory  of  the  nation  to  which  they  belong.  The  complaint  that  the 
British  Government  enforced  the  English  law  of  allegiance  on  board  of 
American  vessels  on  the  high  seas  was  manifestly  a  different  theory  from 
objecting  to  her  enforcement  of  the  same  law  within  British  jurisdiction." 
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to  expatriation.  The  act  also  provided  for  the  naturalizatioii  of 
resident  aliens  of  countries  whose  laws  or  treaties  permit  e^atria- 
tion,  and  declares  such  naturalized  citizens  entitled  to  th64>rotec- 
tion  of  Great  Britain  everywhere  except  in  the  respective  countries 
of  their  original  allegiance. 

By  a  number  of  foreign  States,  among  them  Turkey  and 
Bussia,  the  doctrine  of  inalienable  allegiance  is  still  asserted.  In 
many  others  it  is  partially  upheld.  With  most  of  these  countries 
the  United  States  has  entered  into  special  treaties  governing  the 
subject  of  naturalization.^ 

§  136.  Right  Recognized  by  United  States. 

Since  1868  the  right  of  expatriation  has  been  uniformly  asserted 
by  all  the  departments  of  tlie  United  States  Government.  Prior  to 
that  time,  the  executive,  judicial,  and  l^slative  branches  were 
not  always  in  harmony  upon  thi^r  point.  During  the  early  years, 
the  executive  branch  of  the  government,  while  ass^ting  the  right 
of  aliens  to  become  naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States,  did 
not  affirm  that  this  change  in  political  status  should  be  recognized 
by  the  States  of  their  respective  original  alliance.  Mr.  Jeffer- 
8on  as  Secretary  of  State  in  1793  wrote:  "  Our  citizens  are  cer- 
tainly free  to  divest  themselves  of  that  character  by  emigrating, 
and  other  acts  manifesting  their  intention,  and  may  then  become 
the  subjects  of  another  power,  and  free  to  do  whatever  the  sub- 
jects of  that  power  may  do."*  A  little  later,  Marshall,  as  Secretary 
of  State,  wliile  affirming  the  right  of  an  alien  without  the  consult 
of  his  native  State  to  seek  naturalization,  observed  that  other 
States  should  recognize  such  naturalization  "  unless  it  be  one 
which  may  have  a  conflicting  title  to  the  person  adopted."  At 
various  times  the  Executive  Department  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment asserted  that  a  naturalized  American  citizen  was  entitled, 

♦  For  the  various  attitudes  of,  and  treaty  relations  vrith,  foreign  Stnt^s, 
see  Moore,  Digest  of  Iniemational  Laic,  Vol.  Ill;  Van  Dyne,  Citizenship, 
Pt.  IV,  Chap.  II;  The  American  Passport ,  pp.  127  et  aeq,;  and  Report  on 
Citizenship  of  the  United  States,  Expatriation,  and  Protection  ^road.  59th 
Cong.,  2d  Sess.,  Doc.  324. 

6 Jefferson's  Works   (Washington  ed.),  IV,  37. 
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while  abroad,  to  the  same  protection  at  the  hands  of  the  American 
Government  as  that  to  which  a  native-bom  citizen  was  entitled. 
Mt.  Bnchanan  was,  however,  the  first  Secretary  of  State  to  declare 
in  unqualified  terms  that  the  naturalized  American  citizen  was  en- 
titled to  the  full  protection  of  the  American  Government  while 
abroad,  and  even  in  the  State  of  his  original  allegiance,  whatever 
might  be  the  doctrines  and  laws  of  that  country  with  reference  to 
expatriation.* 

Later  Secretaries  of  State  did  not  continue  to  state  the  Ameri- 
can doctrine  as  absolutely  as  had  Buchanan.  Since  1868,  how- 
ever, an  express  l^slative  declaration  has  prevented  the  Executive 
Department  from  qualifying  the  doctrine  in  words,  but  in  fact,  it 
has  not  been  rigorously  applied  in  cases  where  neither  justice  nor 
expediency  has  demanded  it. 

Since  the  first  years  of  the  Constitution  the  legislation  of  Con- 
gress upon  the  subject  of  naturalization  lias  implied  the  right  of 
expatriation.  By  the  act  of  1868  which  is  still  in  force,  the  right 
of  expatriation  was  explicitly  declared  in  the  most  unqualified 
manner.  **  Whereas,''  the  act  reads,  "  the  right  of  expatriation 
is  a  natural  and  inherent  right  of  all  people,  indispensable  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  rights  of  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happi- 
ness; and  whereas,  in  the  recognition  of  this  principle  the  govern- 
ment has  freely  received  emigrants  from  all  nations,  and  invested 
them  with  the  rights  of  citizenship ;  and  whereas,  it  is  claimed  that 

< Moore  {Am,  Dip,,  p.  174)  writes:  ^"A  compFehenave  examination  of  our 
unpublished  diplomatic  records  enables  me  to  say  that  the  first  Secretary  of 
^atc  to  announce  the  doctrine  of  expatriation  in  its  fullest  extent  —  the 
jdoctrine  ^at  naturalization  in  the  United  States  not  only  clothes  the  indi- 
vidual with  a  new  allegiance  -but  also  absolves  him  from  the  obligations  to 
the  old  —  was  James  Buchanan." 

In  1848^  writing  to  the  American  minister  in  London,  Buchanan  %aid: 
"  We  can  recognize  no  difference  between  the  one  and  the  other,  nor  can  we 
permit  this  to  be  done  without  protesting  and  remonstrating  against  it  in  the 
strongest  terms.  The  subjects  of  other  countries  who  from  choice  have 
abandoned  their  native  land,  and,  accepting  the  invitation  whidi  onr  laws 
present,  have  emigrated  to  the  United  ,St a tes  and  become  American  citizens, 
are  entitled  to  the  very  same^ights  and  privileges  as  if  they  bad  been  born 
in  the  country.  To  treat  them  in  a  different  manner  would  be  a  viQlation  of 
our  plighted  faith  as  well  as  our  aokma  duty." 

19 
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such  American  citizens,  with  their  descendants,  are  subjects  of 
foreign  States,  owing  allegiance  to  the  governments  thereof;  and 
whereas,  it  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  public  peace  that 
this  claim  of  foreign  allegiance  sTiould  be  promptly  and  finally  dis- 
allowed: Therefore  any  declaration,  instruction,  opinion,  order, 
or  decision  of  any  officer  of  the  United  States  which  denies,  re- 
stricts, impairs,  or  questions  the  right  of  expatriation,  is  declared 
inconsistent  with  the  fundamental  principles  of  the  Republic.  All 
naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States,  while  in  foreign 
countries,  are  entitled  to  and  shall  receive  from  this  government 
the  same  protection  of  persons  and  property  which  is  accorded  to 
native-born  citizens.^ 

The  enforcement,  or  rather  the  attempted  enforcement,  of  this 
legislative  declaration  has  led  the  diplomatic  branch  of  our  gov- 
ernment into  many  difficulties.  With  reference  to  a  considerable 
number  of  countries  these  diffiiculties  have  in  a  great  measure  been 
obviated  by  the  negotiation  with  them  of  naturalization  treaties. 

Judicial  decisions  in  the  United  States  as  to  the  existence  of 
a  right  of  expatriation  in  the  absence  of  statutes  creating  it  have 
not  been  uniform.  In  Talbot  v.  Janson,®  decided  in  1795,  Justice 
Iredell  denied  that  the  individual  had  a  right  of  expatriation  at 
will.  So  also  in  Murray  v.  The  Charming  Betsey,®  The  Santissima 
Trinidad/^  Inglis  v.  Sailor's  Snug  Harbor,"  Shanks  v.  Du* 
pont,'^  the  court,  while  not  in  each  instance  passing  directly  upon 
the  point,  showed  an  inclination  to  accept  the  common-law  princi- 
ple which  denied  the  existence  <^  an  individual  right  of  expatria- 
tion. This  same  ground  was  taken  by  Chancellor  Kent  in  his 
Commentaries.^^  In  M'llvaine  v.  Coxe,'*  however,  it  was  held 
that  persons  born  in  the  colonies  and  remaining  in  the  country 
and  giving  their  allegiance  to   the  new  governments  after   the 

7  Rev.  Stat,  §§  1999,  2000. 

8  3  DaU.  133;   1  L.  ed.  540. 
»2  Cr.  64;  2  L.  ed.  208. 
10  7  Wli.  283 ;  5  L.  ed.  454. 
113  Pet.  99;  7  L.  ed.  617. 

12  3  Pet.  242 ;  7  L.  ed.  666.  ^ 

18  Lecture  XXV. 

14  2  Cr.  280 ;  2  L.  ed.  279 ;  4  Cr.  209 ;  2  L.  ed.  598. 
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Declaration  of  Independence  were  released  from  their  British 
alliance  and  came  under  the  protection  of  and  bound  in  alle- 
giance to  the  newly  established  American  governments.  Since 
1868  the  courts  have  not  questioned  the  right  of  the  citizen  volun- 
tarily to  expatriate  himself  and  become  a  citizen  of  another 
country.** 


15  See  Moore,  Digest  of  International  Law,  III,  J  433,  and  authorities  there 
cited.  See  also  article  by  Slajmaker  entitled  "The  Right  of  the  American 
Citizen  to  Expatriate"  in  The  American  Law  Review,  XXXVH,  191. 

The  following  convenient  fummary  of  the  attitudes  of  various  foreign 
ipovemments  with  reference  to  the  subject  of  expatriation  is  given  in  the 
Report  of  the  Citizenship  Commission.  (H.  R.  Doc.  326,  59th  Cong.,  2d 
Seas.,  p.  12.) 

"A.  The  right  of  voluntary  expatriation  is  wholly  denied.  A  subject  has  no 
right  to  leave  the  territory  of  his  origin  without  the  express  permission  of 
his  sovereign;  he  may  not  renounce  his  original  allegiance  or  assume  another, 
and  upon  his  return  to  the  jurisdiction  of  his  origin  he  is  liable  to  arrest  and 
punishment.     (For  example,  this  is  the  attitude  of  Russia  and  Turkey.) 

B.  The  right  of  expatriation  is  admitted,  provided  there  exists  at  the  time 
oo  unperformed  obligation  to  military  service;  but,  in  case  this  obligation 
exists,  naturalization  in  a  foreign  country  obtained  before  it  is  discharged  is 
considered  as  void.     (For  example,  this  is  the  attitude  of  France.) 

C.  The  right  of  expatriation  is  admitted,  but  naturalization  in  a  foreign 
country  does  not  become  valid  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  country  of  origin 
without  an  express  and  formal  renunciation  of  the  original  citizenship  made 
in  the  country  of  origin  and  in  accordance  with  its  forms  of  law.  (For 
example,  this  is  the  attitude  of  Switzerland.) 

P.  The  right  of  expatriation  is  admitted,  but,  while  naturalization  abroad 
in  freely  allowed,  in  case  of  a  retwn  to  the  country  of  origin  the  person  thus 
naturalized  is  not  denied  the  rights  of  citizenship  in  that  country,  but  ia 
permitted  without  further  formality  to  retain  his  rights  as  a  citizen  as  if  he 
had  never  departed  from  the  country.  (For  example,  this  is  the  attitude  of 
Venezuela.) 

E.  The  right  of  expatriation  is  admitted,  and  citizenship  absolutely  ceases 
(although  it  may  afterward  be  legally  recovered)  at  the  moment  when  the 
act  of  naturalization  in  a  foreign  country  is  performed.  (This  is  the  attitude 
of  the  majority  of  foreign  governments.) 

F.  The  right  of  expatriation  is  admitted  and  is  assumed  to  have  been 
accomplished  when  a  citizen  absents  himself  from  the  parent  country  for  a 
prolonged  period  of  years.  (For  example,  this  is  the  attitude  of  the  Nether- 
lands.)" 


CHAPTER  XX. 

THE  LEGAL  STATUS  OF  INDIANS.  , 

The  question  of  the  legal  status  of  Indians,  which  for  many 
years,  and  especially  during  the  last  quarter  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  decreased  in  practical  importance,  has,  since  the  annexa- 
tion of  the  Philippine  Lslands,  gained  a  new  constitutional  value 
for  the  reason  that  upon  the  islands  there  are  many  tribes  which 
for  years  to  come  it  may  be  necessary  to  govern  in  ways  analogous 
to,  if  not  identical  with,  those  which,  in  the  past,  we  have  em- 
ployed in  the  control  of  the  red  men  in  the  United  States  proper. 
It  will,  therefore,  be  well  to  treat  this  subject  rather  more  par- 
ticularly than  we  should  otherwise  have  done. 

The  legal  relations  of  the  Indians  to  various  governments,  estab- 
lished by  their  white  conquerors,  have  had  reference,  broadly 
speaking:  (1)  to  their  rights  to  the  lands  occupied  by  them;  and 
(2)  to  their  political  status  either  as  tribes  or  as  individuals. 

§  137.  Indian  Lands. 

With  reference  to  the  title  possessed  by  Indians  in  the  lands 
occupied  or  hunted  over  by  them,  the  principle  was  from  the  first 
applied  by  the  white  settlers  that  by^iscovery  and  occupation  the 
title  in  fee  to  all  the  lands  thus  taken  possession  of  became  vested 
in  the  sovereign  of  the  State  under  whose  authority  the  conquest 
was  made.^ 

This  principle  that  the  original  title  to  all  the  land  within  a 
State  is  in  the  sovereign  of  that  State,  and  that  by  grant  from 
him  all  individual  titles  are  obtained,  was  the  feudal  one  which 

iln  earlier  years  the  attempt  was  made  to  establish  in  international  law 
the  principle  that  mere  discovery  of  unoeeupied  land,  or  land  inhabited  by 

uncivilized  tri'bes,  is  sufficient  to  give  title  to  the  sovereign  by  whose  subjects 
the  discovery  was  made.  This  principle,  however,  never  obtained  general 
recognition,  and  the  present  doctrine  was  established  that  in  order  to  give  a 
national  title  which  other  States  are  bound  to  respect,  discovery  must  be 
followed,  within  n  reasonable  time,  by  effective  occupation. 
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the  crown  lawyers  of  England  had  developed ;  and,  after  the  sep- 
aration from  that  country,  the  American  Commonwealths  con- 
tinued to  apply  the  doctrine,  substituting,  however,  of  course,  the 
respective  States  for  the  English  Crown.  With  the  formation  of 
the  present  Union,  and  the  transfer  to  it  by  the  several  States  of 
their  respective  claims  to  public  lands,  the  United  States  was  sub- 
stituted as  the  owner  of  all  lands  to  which  private  titles  had  not 
been  obtained.  This  grant  to  the  Federal  Goverimient  carried  with 
it  whatever  interest  or  title  the  several  States  had  had  in  the 
Indian  lands. 

The  first  discussion  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
of  the  title  or  interest  still  retained  by  the  Indians  in  the  lands  oc- 
cupied by  them,  was  in  the  case  of  Fletcher  v.  Peck.*  This  case 
involved  the  question  whether  the  State  of  Greorgia  had  been  seized 
in  fee  of  certain  lands  which  it  had  sold,  but  later  resumed  pos- 
session of.  Marshall  in  his  opinion,  without  attempting  any  argu- 
ment, said :  "  It  was  doubted  whether  a  State  can  be  seized  in  fee 
of  lands  subject  to  the'^ndian  title,  and  whether  a  decision  that 
they  were  seized  in  fee,  might  not  be  construed  to  amount  to  a  de- 
cision that  their  grantee  might  maintain  an  ejectment  for  them, 
notwithstanding  that  title.  The  majority  of  the  court  i^  of  opinion 
that  the  nature  of  the  Indian  title,  which  is  certainly  to  be  re- 
spected by  all  courts,  until  it  be  Legitimately  extinguished,  is  not 
such  as  to  be  absolutely  repugnant  to  seizin  in  fee  on  the  part  of 
the  State."  * 

2G  Cr.  87;  3  L.  ed.  162. 

« Juetiee  Johnson  dissented  from  this  doctrine,  holding  that  the  fee  was  in 
the  Indians,  and  that  the  interest  of  the  United  States  consisted  in  a  right 
of  pre-emption.  He  said:  "What,  then,  practically,  is  the  interest  of  the 
States  in  the  soil  of  the  Indians  within  their  boundaries?  Unaffected  by 
particular  treaties,  it  is  nothing  more  than  what  was  assumed  at  the  first 
settlement  of  the  country,  to  wit,  a  right  of  conquest  or  of  purehaae,  exclu- 
sively of  all  competitors  within  certain  definite  limits.  All  restrictions  upon 
the  right  of  soil  in  the  Indians  amount  only  to  an  exclusion  of  all  com- 
petitors from  their  markets;  and  the  limitation  upon  their  sovereignty 
amounts  to  the  right  of  governing  every  person  within  their  limits  except 
themselves.  If  the  interest  of  Georgia  was  nothing  more  than  a  pre-emptive 
right,  how  could  that  be  called  a  fee  simple,  which  was  nothing  more  than  a 
power  to  acquire  a  fee  simple  by  purchase,  when  the  proprietors  should  be 


294  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

In  Johnson  v.  M'lntosh^  the  question  of  titles  to  Indian  lands 
was  thoroughly  examined  and  a  conclusion  reached  which  was 
substantially  the  same  as  that  boldly  stated  without  argument  by 
Marshall  in  the  Fletcher  v.  Peck  case.  In  substance  it  was  held 
that  while  the  fee  to  Indian  lands  is  in  the  United  States,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  Indians  are  not  able  to  grant  titles  to  the  same 
which  will  be  recognized  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  never- 
theless these  Indians  have  certain  ix>ssessory  rights  from  which 
they  may  be  dispossessed  by  the  United  States  only  with  their  con- 
sent, and  upon  compensation  therefor. 

The  doctrines  thus  laid  down  in  1823  by  Marshall  in  Johnson 
V.  M'Intosh  have  never  been  changed,  and  the  practice  of  the 
United  States  government  uniformly  throughout  its  history  has 
been  in  acordance  with  it  That  is  to  say,  where  Indians  have 
been  dispossessed  of  their  lands  their  consent,  in  form  at  least,  has 
been  obtained,  and  compensation  made  either  in  the  form  of  money 
or  other  lands.  Where  tribal  relations  have  been  maintained  these 
possessory  rights  have  been  held  to  be  rested  in  the  tribes  re- 
spectively, and  not  severally  in  the  individual  Indians.  From 
time  to  time,  however,  as  we  shall  see,  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment has  provided  for  the  dividing  up  of  these  tribal  lands  and 
their  apportionment  in  severalty  among  the  individual  Indians. 

§  138.  The  Legal  Status  of  Indians. 

From  the  earliest  times  the  Indians,  though  treated  as  subject 
to  the  sovereignty  first  of  the  foreign  colonizing  powers,  then  of 
the  colonies  or  States,  and,  finally,  of  the  United  States,  have  been 
considered  not  as  citizens  or  subjects,  that  is,  as  members  of  the 
various  bodies  politic  within  whose  midst  they  have  lived,  but, 
from  the  constitutional  viewpoint,  as  aliens,  and  their  tribes  as 
foreign  nations  to  be  dealt  with  as  such,  namely,  by  treaties  and 


pleased  to  sell?  And  if  this  was  anything  more  than  a  mere  possibility,  it 
certainly  was  reduced  to  that  state  when  the  State  of  Georgia  ceded  to  the 
United  States,  by  the  Constitution,  both  the  power  of  pre-emption  and  of 
conquest,  retaining  for  itself  only  a  resulting  right  dependent  on  a  purchase 
or  conquest  to  be  made  by  the  United  States." 
<8  Wh.  543;  5  L.  ed.  681. 
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agreements  rather  than  by  statutes.  As  alien  nations,  their  mem- 
bers have  not,  in  default  of  express  provisions  to  the  contrary,  been 
held  subject  to  the  general  laws  of  the  States  in  which  they*  have 
resided  or  to  the  statutes  of  the  General  Government,  The  rela- 
tions of  Indians  to  one  another  have  been  held  to  be  a  matter  for 
the  several  tribal  authorities  to  regulate,  and  when  these  tribal 
authorities  have  been  impotent,  the  Indians  have  lived  practically 
without  law. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  that  these  Indians  have  thus  en- 
joyed tribal  autonomy,  and  their  relations  to  the  States  and  the 
Federal  Government  regulated  by  treaties  and  agreements  rather 
tJian  by  statute,  and  their  tribes  spoken  of  as  foreign  nations,  there 
has  never  been  any  question  but  that,  in  reality,  the  sovereignty 
over  them  after  the  Revolution  and  prior  to  1789  was  in  the  in- 
dividual States,  and  since  that  time  in  the  United  States.  From 
the  point  of  view  of  general  international  relations  the  Indians 
have  ever  been  subjects  of  the  American  States  or  the  United 
States,  and,  consequently,  foreign  States  have  never  been  recog- 
nized to  have  a  right  to  deal  directly  with  them.  Furthermore, 
from  the  point  of  view  of  American  constitutional  law,  such  at- 
tributes of  independence  and  sovereignty  as  they  have  enjoyed  have 
been  derived  by  concession  from  the  States,  or,  since  1789,  from 
the  Federal  Government.  Hence  these  rights  have  been  at  all 
times  subject  to  withdrawal  without  the  Indians'  consent  This 
was  conspicuously  shown  by  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1871.  This 
law  for  the  enactment  of  which  the  consent  of  the  Indians  was 
neither  sought  nor  obtained  declared :  "  Xo  Indian  nation  or 
tribe  within  the  territory  of  the  United  States  shall  be  acknowl- 
edged or  recognized  as  an  independent  nation,  tribe  or  power  with 
whom  the  United  States  may  contract  by  treaty."  ^ 

Since  this  act  of  1871  the  legal  supremacy  of  the  United  States 
has  been  further  shown  by  a  number  of  legislative  acts,  some  of 
them  extending  the  authority  of  federal  laws  and  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  federal  courts  over  acts  previously  subject  exclusively  to  the 
authority  of  the  tribes ;  others  providing  for  the  apportionment  in 

6  Rev.  >5tat.,  i  2079. 
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severalty  of  the  tribal  lands  and  the  naturalizatiou  of  Indianfr  with- 
oiut  their  request  or  consent. 

from  the  first  settlement  of  the  American  colonLefi  the  Indians 
were  treated  as  alien  peoples  outside  of  the  control  of  domestifi 
laws.-  No  attempt  was  made  to  interfere  with  their  domestic  affairs 
or  systems  of  self-government,  except  to  endeavor  to  keep  out  the 
agents  of  other  European  powers  who  might  engage  them  in 
foreign  alliance.  When  their  lands  were  desired,  they  were  pur* 
chased  and  not  confiscated.  Purchases  by  indi\ddualfl,  however, 
were  not  permitted  except  with  goverimiental  permissi(m.  Thus^ 
typical  is  the  proclamation  of  the  King  of  England  in  1763  after 
the  ratification  of  the  Articles  of  Peace  with  France,,  in  which  it 
was  declared :  *^And  we  do  further  declare  it  to  be  our  royal  will 
and  pleasure,  for  the  present,  as  aforesaid,  to  reserve  under 
dominion,  for  the  use  of  the  said  Indians,  all  the  lands  and  terri- 
tory lying  to  the  westward  of  the  sources  of  the  rivers  which  fall 
into  the  sea,  from  the  west  and  northwest  as-  aforesaid :  and  we  do 
hereby  strictly  forbid,  in  pain  of  our  displeasure,  all  our  loving 
subjects  from  making  any  purchases  or  settlements  whatever,  or 
taking  possession  of  any  of  the  lands  above  reserved,  without  our 
special  leave  and  license  for  that  purpose  first  obtained.  .  And  we 
do  further  strictly  enjoin  and  require  all  persona  whalsoever^  who 
have,  either  wilfully  or  inadvertently,  seated  themseh^es  upon  any 
lands  within  the  countries  above  described,,  or  upon  any  other 
lands  which^  not  having  been  ceded  to,  or  purchased  by  us,,  are.  still 
reserved  to  the  said  Indians,  as  aforesaid,  forthwith  to  remove 
themselves  from  such  settlements.'^ 

In  July,  1775,  the  first  action  looking  to  a  national,  that  is,, 
inter-colonial  management  of  Indian  affairs  was  takcHi  whtn  the 
Continental  Congress  resolved  "  that  the  securing  and  preserving^ 
the  friendship  of  Indian  nations  appears  to  1>€  a  subject  of  the 
utmost  moment  to  these  colonies/'  and  provided  for  three  Indian 
departments  with  commissions  in  each  "  to  treat  with  the  Indiana 
in  their  respective  departments,  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of 
the  United  Colonies,  in  order  to  preserve  peace  and  friendship 
with  the  said  Indians,  and  to  prevent  their  taldng  any  part  in  the 
present  commotions." 
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In  the  Declaration  of  Independence  the  Indian  question  figures, 
it  being  charged  against  the  British  King  that  he  had  endeavored 
'^  to  bring  on  the  inhabitants  of  our  frontiers  the  merciless  Indian 
savages,  whose  known  rule  of  warfare  is  an  undistinguished  de- 
struction of  all  ages,  sexes,  and  conditions." 

In  the  Articles  of  Confederation  the  Congrees  of  the  United 
States  was  given  **  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  and  power  .  .  . 
of  regulating  the  trade  and  managing  all  affairs  with  the  Indians, 
not  members  of  any  of  the  States;  provided  that  the  legislative 
right  of  any  State  within  its  own  limits  be  not  infringed  or 
violated," 

The  phrase  ^*  not  members  of  any  of  the  States,"  here  used,  had 
reference  to  those  Indians  who  had  separated  from  their  tribes  and 
become  mixed  in  the  general  citizen  populations  of  the  several 
States.  It  was  intended  also  to  except  from  national  control  those 
Indians  who,  though  still  in  tribes,  had  become  surrounded  by  the 
whites.  The  exception,  indeed,  from  federal  control  of  these 
isolated  and  surrounded  Indian  tribes,  and  their  absolute  subjec- 
tion to  state  authority  continued  under  the  Constitution  of  1789, 
and  when,  in  1802,  a  general  statute  was  passed  for  the  govern- 
ment of  the  Indians,  it  was  provided  that  "  nothing  in  this  act 
shall  be  construed  to  prevent  any  trade  or  intercourse  with  Indians 
living  on  lands  surrounded  by  settlements  of  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  being  within  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  any  of 
the  individual  States."  Thus  States  like  New  York,  Massachu- 
setts, and  Maine  were  permitted  to  continue  to  deal  according  to 
their  discretion  witb  Indian  tribes  within  their  borders.  "As  a  dry 
matter  of  power,"  observed  Thayer,  "  Congress  might  at  any  time 
have  taken  control  of  them  [for  as  we  shall  see,  the  Constitution 
gives  to  the  Federal  Government  full  authority  over  the  Indians 
so  long  as  they  remain  distinct  from  the  citizen  bodies  of  the  sev- 
eral States].  But  while  Congress  was  staying  its  hand,  it  might 
happen  and  has  happened  in  Massachusetts,  that  the  tribal  rela- 
tion had  been  dissolved."  * 

•  A  People  Without  Laic.    Two  articles  in  the  Atlantic  Monthly  for  October 
and  November,  189 L    The  author  is  much  indebted  to  these  articles  of  this 
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§  139.  Federal  Power  over  Indians. 

The  only  direct  references  to  the  Indians  in  the  present  Con- 
stitution are  in  the  provisions  that  **  Indians  not  taxed  "  shall  not 
be  counted  in  determining  the  number  of  representatives  in  Con- 
gress to  which  a  State  is  to  be  entitled,^  and  that  Congress  shall 
have  power  "  to  regulate  commerce  .  .  .  with  the  Indian 
tribes."  » 

The  powers  conferred  upon  the  General  Government  by  the 
Commerce  Clause  will  be  discussed  in  another  chapter.  It  may 
here  be  observed,  however,  that  the  federal  authority  over  com- 
merce with  the  Indians  is  much  broader  than  that  over  commerce 
between  the  States.  As  Prentice  and  Egan  observe :  '*  The  pur- 
pose with  which  this  power  [commerce  with  the  Indians]  was 
given  to  Congress  was  not  merely  to  prevent  burdensome,  con- 
flicting or  discriminating  state  legislation,  but  to  prevent  fraud 
and  injustice  upon  the  frontier,  to  protect  an  uncivilized  people 
from  wrongs  by  unscrupulous  whites,  and  to  guard  the  white  popu- 
lation  from  the  danger  of  savage  outbreaks.  A  grant  made  with 
such  a  purpose  must  convey  a  different  power  from  one  whose  pur- 
pose was  to  insure  the  freedom  of  commerce.  Congress  has,  in 
the  case  of  Indians,  prohibited  trade  in  certain  articles,  it  has 
limited  the  right  to  trade  to  persons  licensed  under  federal  laws, 
and  in  many  ways  asserted  a  greater  control  than  would  be  possible 
over  other  branches  of  commerce.''  ® 

"  Commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  several  States  is 
that  commerce  which  involves  transportation  across  state  lines,  and 
is  put  within  federal  control  to  avoid  discriminating,  conflicting, 
and  burdensome  state  legislation.  Commerce  with  the  Indian 
tribes  frequently  involves  no  such  transportation.  It  may  be  car- 
ried on  wholly  within  the  limits  of  a  single  State.  ...  In 
this  case     •     .     .     the  power  of  Congress  is  not  determined  by 

,^^ .  .  _ _  ^ 

eminent  jurist.  The  reference  to  Massachusetts  has  in  mind  the  law  of  that 
State  enacted  in  1869  whereby  every  Indian  in  that  State  was  made  a  citizen 
of  thi  State. 

7  Art.  I,  Sec.  3. 

8  Art.  I,  Sec.  8,  CI.  3. 

•  The  Commerce  Clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  p:  342. 
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the  locality  of  the  traflSc,  but  extends  wherever  intercourse  with 
Indian  tribes,  or  with  any  member  of  an  Indian  tribe,  is  found, 
although  it  may  originate  and  end  within  the  limits  of  a  single 
State.  The  jurisdiction  is,  therefore,  personal  rather  than  eco- 
nomic in  its  nature,"  ^^ 

In  United  States  v.  HoUiday"  the  court  held  that  Congress  had 
the  power  to  forbid  the  sale  of  liquor  to  an  Indian  in  charge  of  an 
agent,  in  a  State  asnd  outside  of  an  Indian  reservation.  The 
opinion  declared :  **  The  locality  of  the  traffic  [with  Indians]  can 
have  nothing  to  do  with  this  power.  The  right  to  exercise  it  with 
reference  to  any  Indian  tribe,  or  any  person  who  is  a  member  of 
such  tribe,  is  absolute,  without  reference  to  the  locality  of  the 
traffic,  or  the  locality  of  the  tribe,  or  of  the  member  of  the  tribe 
with  whom  it  is  carried  on." 

And  in  United  States  v.  43  Gallons  of  Whiskey'^  was  upheld  the 
power  of  Congress  to  exclude  spirituous  liquors  not  only  from  ex- 
isting Indian  country  but  from  that  which  had  ceased  to  be  so  by 
reason  of  its  cession  to  the  United  States,  but  was  adjacent  to  the 
Indian  settlements.  The  same  regulation,  the  court  declared,  could 
be  provided  by  the  treaty-making  power. 

It  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  that  the  General  Gov- 
ernment has  an  authority  over  the  Indians  not  springing  from 
these  specific  grants  of  power,  but  from  the  practical  necessity  of 
protecting  the  Indians  and  the  non-existence  of  a  power  to  do  so 
in  the  States.  Thus  in  United  States  v.  Kagama'^  the  courts  re- 
fused to  derive  the  power  of  the  United  States  to  enact  a  criminal 
code  for  the  Indians  from  its  power  to  regulate  commerce  with 
them,  but  rested  it  ujion  the  broader  basis  that  has  been  mentioned. 
The  Indian  tribes,  the  court  declared  in  that  ease,  "  owe  no 
allegiance  to  the  States  and  receive  from  them  no  protection.  Be- 
cause of  the  local  ill  feeling  the  people  of  the  States  where  they 
are  found  are  often  their  deadliest  enemies.  From  their  very 
weakness  and  helplessness,  so  largely  due  to  the  dealing  of  the  Fed- 

10  Prentice  &  Egan,  Op.  cit,  p.  346. 

113  Wall.  407;  18  L.  ed.  182. 

"93  U.  S.  188;  23  L.  ed.  846. 

M118  U.  S.  375;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1109;  30  L.  ed.  228. 
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eral  Grovemment  with  them  aiid  the  treaties  in  which  it  has  been 
promised,  there  arises  the  duty  of  protection,  and  with  it  the 
power.  This  has  always  been  recognized  by  the  Exejutive  and  by 
Congress,  and  by  this  court  whenever  the  question  has  arisen. 
.  .  .  The  power  of  the  General  Government  over  these  rem- 
nants of  a  race  once  powerful,  now  weak  and  diminished  in 
numbers,  is  necessary  to  their  protection,  as  well  as  to  the  safety 
of  those  among  whom  they  dwell.  It  must  exist  in  that  Govern- 
ment^ because  it  has  never  existed  anywhere  else,  because  the 
theatre  of  its  exercise  is  within  the  geographical  limits  of  the 
United  States,  because  it  has  never  been  denied,  and  because  it 
alone  can  enforce  its  laws  on  all  the  tribes." 

§  140.  Congressional  Legislation. 

By  the  Act  of  March  30,  1802,  consolidating,  revising,  and  re- 
enacting  various  prior  laws,  and  entitled  "An  act  to  regulate  trade 
and  intercourse  with  the  Indian  tribes,  and  to  preserve  pe^ace  on 
tlie  frontiers,"  a  system  of  regulation  was  established  which  re- 
maincnl  largely  in  force  for  many  years.  By  Section  1,  the  bound- 
ary lines  between  the  United  States  and  the  various  Indian. 
tri])es  according  to  treaties  entered  into  with  them  are  laid  down. 
By  following  sections  it  is  provided  that  no  citizen  of  or  tether 
person  resident  in  the  United  States  shall,  under  p^ialty  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  or  imprisimment  for  six  months,  enter  the  Indian 
territory  without  a  passport;  that  robbery,  larceny,  trespass,  or 
other  crime,  against  the  person  or  property  of  any  friendly  Indian, 
"  which  would  be  punishable,  if  committed  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  State  against  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,"  is  to  subject 
the  offender  to  fine  and  imprisonment ;  that  when  Indian  property 
is  taken  or  destroyed,  the  offender  shall  be  liable  in  a  sum  double 
its  value;  that  no  settlements  by  citizens  or  other  persons  shall  be 
made  on  any  lands  belonging  to  the  Indians ;  that  no  traders  shall 
reside  in  Indian  settlements  without  a  license;  that  '^  no  purchase, 
grant,  lease,  or  other  conveyance  of  lands,  or  of  any  title  of  daira 
thereto,  from  any  Indian,  or  nation,  or  tribe  of  Indians,  within 
the  bounds  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  of  any  validity,  in  law  or 
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equity,  unless  the  same  be  made  by  treaty  or  convention  entered 
into  pursuant  to  the  Constitution." 

"  In  order  to  promote  civilization  among  the  friendly  Indian 
tribes,  and  to  secure  the  continuance  of  their  friendship,"  Section 
13  declares  it  lawful  for  the  President  of  the  United  States  *'  to 
cause  them  to  be  furnished  with  useful  domestic  animals,  and  im- 
plements of  husbandry,  and  with  goods  or  money,  as  he  may  judge 
proper,  and  to  appoint  such  persons,  from  time  to  tii5le,  as  tempo- 
rary agents,  to  reside  among  the  Indians,  as  he  shall  think  fit: 
provided,  that  the  whole  amount  of  such  presents  and  allowance  to 
such  agents  shall  not  exceed  $15,000  per  Annum." 

In  the  event  of  Indians  crossing  the  boundaries  of  their  lands 
into  the  States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States  and  their 
committing  crimes  of  violence  or  stealing  or  destroying  property, 
report  is  to  be  made  to  the  tribes  to  which  the  offenders  belong, 
and,  in  case  the  tribes  refuse  to  make  satisfaction,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  is  to  be  notified  and  he  is  to  take  such  steps 
to  compel  satisfaction  as  may  be  necessary.  In  no  case  are  the 
individuals  who  are  injured  to  attempt  redress  by  private  war- 
fare. The  superior  courts  in  each  territorial  district  and  other 
federal  courts  are  given  full  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
all  offenses  against  the  act  Offenders  found  within  any  State  or 
territorial  district  may  be  apprehended.  The  vending  or  dis- 
tributing spirituous  liquors  among  the  Indians  is  forbidden. 
And,  finally,  as  quoted  above,  it  is  declared  that  "  nothing  in  this 
act*  shall  be  cooistrued  to  prevent  any  trade  or  intercourse  with 
lajdians  living  on  lands  surrounded  by  settlements  of  the  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  being  within  the  ordinary  jurisdiction 
of  any  of  the  individual  States.*'  '* 

From  this  act  it  will  be  seen  that  the  tribal  Indians  are  treated 
as  peoples  not  within  the  citizen  bodies  of  the  States  and  Terri- 
torieSy  and  that  no  attempt  is  made  to  regulate  anything  but  the 
relations  between  them  and  outsiders.  The  relations  of  indi- 
vidual Indians  to  one  another  and  to  their  respective  tribal  au- 
thorities are  left  untouched. 

u  2  Stat,  at  L.  139. 
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In  1817  an  act  was  passed  by  Congress  declaring  criminal  the 
committing  of  any  act  within  Indian  territories  under  the  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  But  offenses  of  Indians 
upon  Indians  were  expressly  excluded. 

From  time  to  time  additional  acts  of  Congress  were  passed  for 
the  regulation  of  the  Indians,  all  of  them  predicated  upon  the  idea 
that  the  Indians  living  upon  Indian  lands^^  constitute  a  class 
apart  with  if  peculiar  status,  jurisdiction  over  whom  is  exclu- 
sively in  the  General  Government. 

§  141.  Federal    Jurisdiction    Exclusive.      Cherokee    Nation    v. 
Georgia. 

The  exclusiveness  of  this  federal  jurisdiction,  and,  conse- 
quently, the  lack  of  constitutional  power  of  the  States  in  this 
field  first  came  up  for  serious  discussion  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  The  Cherokee  Nation  v. 
Georgia,'®  decided  in  1831.  This  case  came  before  the  court  on 
a  motion  on  behalf  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians  for  a  sub- 
pama  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  authorities  of  the 
State  of  Georgia  from  executing  the  laws  of  the  State  within  the 
Cherokee  territory  as  designated  by  a  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Cherokee  Nation.  The  case,  however,  was  not 
decided  on  its  merits,  the  majority  of  the  court,  including  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  holding  that  the  Cherokee  Nation  was  not  a 
foreign  State  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion which  extends  the  federal  judicial  power  over  controversies 
"  between  a  State  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  States,  citi- 
zens, or  subjects,"  and  gives  to  the  Supreme  Courts  original 
jurisdiction  in  cases  in  which  a  State  is  a  party.  It  was  held, 
therefore,  that  the  court  was  without  power  to  entertain  the  suit. 

Upon  this  point,  Marshall  in  his  opinion  said :  "  Though  the 
Indians  are  acknowledged  to  have  an  unquestionable,  and  here- 

15 In  Bates  v.  Clark  (95  U.  S.  204;  24  L.  ed.  471)  "Indian  lands"  are 
defined  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  "  all  the  country  to  which  the  Indian 
title  has  not  been  extinguished  anywhere  within  the  limits  of  the  United 
States." 

i«  5  Pet.  1 ;  8  L.  ed.  25. 
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tofore,  unquestioned  right  to  the  lands  they  occupy  until  that 
right  shall  be  extinguished  by  a  voluntary  cession  to  our  govern- 
ment^ yet  it  may  be  well  doubted  whether  those  tribes  which  re- 
side within  the  acknowledged  boundaries  of  the  United  States 
can,  with  strict  accuracy,  be  denominated  foreign  nations.  They 
may,  more  correctly,  perhaps,  be  denominated  domestic  inde- 
pendent nations.  They  occupy  a  territory  to  which  we  assert  a 
title  independent  of  their  will,  which  must  take  effect  in  point  of 
possession  when  their  right  of  possession  ceases.  Meanwhile  they 
are  in  a  state  of  pupilage.  Their  rdation  to  the  United  States 
resembles  that  of  a  ward  to  his  guardian.  They  look  to  our  gov- 
ernment for  protection;  rely  upon  its  kindness  and  its  power; 
appeal  to  it  for  relief  to  their  wants;  and  address  the  President 
as  their  father.  They  .and  their  country  are  considered  by  for- 
eign nations,  as  well  as  by  ourselves,  as  being  so  completely  under 
the  sovereignty  and  dominion  of  the  United  States,  that  any  at- 
tempt to  acquire  their  lands,  or  to  form  a  political  connection 
with  them  would  be  considered  by  all  as  an  invasion  of  our  terri- 
tory, and  an  act  of  hostility.  These  considerations  go  far  to 
support  the  opinion  that  the  framers  of  our  Constitution  had  not 
the  Indian  tribes  in  view  when  they  opened  the  courts  of  the 
Union  to  controversies  between  a  State  or  the  citizens  thereof, 
and  foreign  States."  " 

Injustices  Johnson  and  Baldwin  delivered  opinions  concurring  with  that  of 
Marshall.  Justice  Thompson  dissented,  holding  the  Cherokee  Nation  to  con- 
stitute not  only  a  sovereign  State  —  though  under  the  protection  of  the  United 
States  —  hut  a  foreign  State.  He  said:  "They  have  never  been,  by  conquest, 
reduced  to  the  situation  of  subjects  to  any  conqueror,  nnd  thereby  lost  their 
separate  national  existence  and  the  rights  of  self-government,  and  become 
subject  to  the  laws  of  the  conqueror.  WTienever  wars  have  taken  place,  they 
have  been  followed  by  regular  treaties  of  peace,  containing  stipulations  on 
each  side  according  to  existing  circumstances;  the  Indian  nation  always  pre- 
serving its  distinct  and  separate  character.  And  notwithstanding  we  do  not 
recognize  the  right  of  the  Indians  to  transfer  the  absolute  titte  of  their  lands 
to  any  other  than  ourselves,  the  right  of  occupancy  is  still  admitted  to 
remain  in  them,  accompanied  with  the  right  of  self-government,  according  to 
their  own  usage  and  customs;  and  with  the  competency  to  act  in  a  national 
capacity,  although  placed  under  the  protection  of  the  whites,  and  owing  a 
qualifiA  subjection  so  far  as  is  requisite  for  public  safet}'.  But  the  principle 
is  universally  admitted  that  this  occupancy  belongs  to  them  as  a  matter  of 
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§  142.  Worcester  v.  Georgia.  — 

In  the  great  case  of  Worcester  v.  Georgia,^®  decided  in  1832, 
the  question  of  the  political  status  of  the  Indians  again  came 
hefore  the  Supreme  Court  for  discussion  and  the  doctrine  then 
laid  down  has  remained  unquestioned  to  the  present  day.  This 
case,  like  Cherokee  Nation  v.  Georgia,  grew  out  of  the  attempt 
of  Georgia  to  exercise  jurisdiction  over  Indian  territories  situated 
within  the  State's  limits. 

After  an  historical  review  of  the  dealings  of  England  and  her 
American  colonies,  and  the  dealings  of  the  United  States  under 
the  Constitution  with  the  Indians,  Marshall  savs:  "  The  treaties 
and  laws  of  the  United  Stetes  contemplate  the  Indian  territory 
as  completely  separate^l  from  that  of  the  States ;  and  provide  that 
all  intercourse  with  them  shall  be  carried  on  exclusivelv  bv  the 
government  of  the  Union.  Is  this  the  rightful  exercise  of  power, 
or  is  it  usurpation  ?  .  .  .  The  Indian  nations  had  always  been 
considered  as  distinct,  independent  political  communities,  retain- 
ing their  original  natural  rights,  as  the  undisputed  possessors  of 
the  soil  from  time  immemorial,  with  the  single  exception  of  that 
imposed  by  irresistible  power,  which  excluded  them  from  inter- 
course with  any  other  European  potentate  than  the  first  discoverer 
of  the  coast  of  the  particular  region  claimed ;  and  this  was  a  re- 
striction which  those  European  potentates  imposed  on  themselves, 
as  well  as  on  tJie  Indians.  The  very  term  *  nation '  so  generally 
applied  to  them,  means,  ^  a  people  distinct  from  others.'  The  Con- 
stitution, by  declaring  treaties  already  made,  as  well  as  those  to 
be  made,  to  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  has  adopted  and  sane- 

right,  and  not  by  mere  indulgence.  They  cannot  .be  disturbed  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  it,  without  their  free  consent;  or  unless  a  just  and  necessary  war 
should  sanction  their  dispossession.  In  this  view  of  their  situation,  there  is 
as  full  and  complete  rec<ignition  of  their  sovereignty,  as  if  they  were  the 
abpolute  owners  of  the  soil.  Tlie  progress  made  in  civilization  by  the  Cherokee 
Indians  cannot  surely  be  considered  aa  in  any  measure  destroying  their 
national  or  foreign  character,  so  long  as  they  are  permitted  to  maintain  a 
separate  and  distinct  government;  it  is  their  political  condition  that  con- 
stitutes their  foreign  character,  and  in  that  sense  must  the  term  foreign  be 
nnderstood  as  used  in  the  Constitution."  % 

M6  Pet.  515;  8  L.  ed.  483. 
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tiozied  the  previous  treaties  with  the  Indian  Xations,  and  conse- 
quently admits  their  rank  among  those  powers  who  are  capable 
of  making  treaties.  The  words  ^  treaty '  and  *  nation '  are  words 
of  our  own  language,  selected  in  our  diplomatic  and  legislative 
proceedings,  by  ourselves,  having  each  a  definite  and  well  under- 
stood meaning.  We  have  applied  them  to  Indians,  as  we  have 
applied  them  to  the  other  nations  of  the  earth.  They  are  applied 
to  all  in  the  same  manner. 

"  Georgia,  herself,  has  furnished  conclusive  evidence  that  her 
former  opinions  on  this  subject  concurred  with  those  entertained 
by  her  sister  States,  and  by  the  government  of  the  United  States. 
Various  acts  of  her  legislature  have  been  cited  in  the  argument, 
including  the  contract  of  cession  made  in  the  year  1802,  all  tend- 
ing to  prove  her. acquiescence  in  the  universal  conviction  that  the 
Indian  nations  possess  a  full  right  to  the  lands  they  occupied 
until  that  right  should  be  extinguished  by  the  United  States,  with 
their  consent ;  that  their  territory  was  separated^  from  that  of  any 
State  within  whose  chartered  limits  they  might  reside,  by  a 
boundary  line,  established  by  treaties;  that  within  their  boundary, 
they  possessed  rights  with  which  no  State  could  interfere, 
and  that  the  whole  power  of  r^ulating  the  intercourse  with 
them  was  vested  in  the  United  States.  .  .  .  The  Cherokee 
Nation,  then,  is  a  distinct  community,  occup}4ng  its  own  terri- 
tory, with  boundaries  accurately  described,  in  which  the  laws  of 
Greorgia  can  have  no  force,  and  which  the  citizens  of  Georgia  have 
no  right  to  enter  but  with  the  assent  of  the  Cherokees  themselves 
or  in  conformity  with  treaties  and  with  the  acts  of  Congress.  The 
whole  intercourse  between  the  United  States  and  this  nation  is, 
by  our  Constitution  and  laws,  vested  in  the  government  of  the 
United  States.  The  act  of  the  State  of  Georgia  under  which  the 
plaintiff  in  error  was  prosecuted  is  consequently  void,  and  the 
judgment  a  nullity."  ^® 

M  In  the  Dred  Scott  case,  Taney  de8cril)es  the  political  status  of  the  Indians 
EB  follows:  "  It  is  true/*  he  says,  **  that  they  formed  no  part  of  the  local 
communities  and  never  amalgamated  with  them  in  social  connections  or  in 
government.  But  although  they  were  uncivilized,  they  were  yet  a  free  and 
independent  people,  associated  together  in  nations  or  tribes,  and  governed  by 

20 
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The  absolute  power  of  the  Federal  Government  over  the  tribal 
Indi-anSy  derived  not  only  from  the  (Commerce  Clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution,  but  from  the  obvious  necessities  of-  the  case^  has  carried 
with  it,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  Cherokee  Nation  v.  Georgia,  and 
Worcester  v.  Georgia  cases,  an  implied  prohibition  upon  the  State 
to  exercise  authority  over  them. 

In  the  Kansas  Indians,^  decided  in  1867,  the  court,  denying 
to  a  State  the  constitutional  power  to  tax  the  property  of  Indians 
not  incorporated  into  its  citizen  body,  say:  "  If  the  tribal  organi- 
zation of  the  Shawnees  [the  Indians  in  question]  is  preserved 
intact,  and  recognized  by  the  political  department  of  the  Govern- 
ment as  existing  they  are  a  people  distinct  from  the  others,  capable 
of  making  treaties,  separated  from  the  jurisdiction  of  Kansas, 
and  to  be  governed  exclusively  by  the  Government  of  the  Union; 
If  under  the  control  of  Congress  from  necessity  there  can  be  no 

their  own  laws.  Many  of  these  political  communities  were  situated  in  ter- 
ritory to  which  the  white  race  claimed  the  ultimate  right  of  dominion.  But 
that  claim  was  acknowledged  to  be  subject  to  the  right  of  the  Indians  to 
occupy  it  as  long  as  they  thought  proper,  and  neither  the  English  nor 
colonial  governments  claimed  or  exercised  any  dominion  over  the  tribe  or 
nation  by  whom  it  was  occupied,  nor  claimed  the  right  to  the  possession  of 
the  territory,  until  the  tribe  or  nation  consented  to  cede  it.  These  Indian 
governments  were  regarded  and  treated  as  foreign  governments,  as  much  so  as 
if  an  ocean  had  separated  the  red  man  from  the  white ;  and  their  freedom  has 
constantly  been  acknowledged,  from  the  time  of  the  first  emigration  to  the 
English  colonies  to  the  present  day,  by  the  different  governments  which  suc- 
ceeded each  other.  Treaties  have  been  negotiated  with  them,  and  their 
alliance  sought  for  in  war;  and  the  people  who  compose  these  Indian  political 
communities  have  always  been  treated  as  foreigners  not  living  under  our 
government.  It  is  true  that  the  course  of  events  has  brought  the  Indian 
tribes  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States  under  subjection  to  the  white 
race;  and  it  has  been  found  necessary,  for  their  sake  as  well  as  our  own,  to 
regard  them  as  in  a  state  of  pupilage,  and  to  legislate  to  a  certain  extent 
over  them  and  the  territory  they  occupy.  But  they  may,  without  doubt,  like 
the  subjects  of  any  other  foreign  government,  be  naturalized  by  the  authority 
of  Congress,  and  become  citizens  of  a  State,  and  of  the  United  States;  and  if 
an  individual  should  leave  his  nation  or  tribe,  and  take  up  his  abode  among 
the  white  population,  he  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  privileges 
which  would  belong  to  an  emigrant  from  any  other  foreign  people.** 
M6  Wall.  737;  18  L.  ed.  667. 
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divided  authority."  The  doctrine  in  this  case  was  affirmed  by 
the  court  at  the  same  term  in  the  case  of  the  New  York  Indians." 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  state  courts  have  jurisdio* 
tion  over  offenses  committed  by  Indians  off  the  reservation  and 
within  the  State's  territorial  limits.^ 

Because  of  the  peculiar  ^iia^independent  status  ascribed  to 
the  Indian  tribes,  and  the  exclusion  of  their  individual  members 
from  the  general  citizen  body  of  the  United  States,  the  political 
departments  of  the  General  Government  in  the  control  of  them 
have  not  been  held  bound  by  the  constitutional  limitations  which 
apply  to  the  citizens  of  the  United  States,^ 

§  143.  Naturalization  of  Indians  by  Statute. 

In  1884,  in  the  case  of  Elk  v.  Wilkins,^  the  question  arose 
whether  an  Indian,  bom  a  member  of  one  of  the  Indian  tribes 
within  the  United  States,  became  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  by  reason  of  his  birth  within 
the  United  States,  and  his  afterward  voluntarily  separating  him- 
self from  his  tribe  and  taking  up  a  residence  among  white  citi- 
zens. In  declaring  that  he  did  not  and  could  not  thus  become  a 
citizen,  the  court  said :  "  The  alien  and  dependent  condition  of 
the  members  of  the  Indian  tribes  could  not  be  put  off  at  their 
own  will,  without  the  action  or  assent  of  tlje  United  States. 
They  were  never  deemed  citizens  of  the  United  States,  except 
under  explicit  provisions  of  treaty  or  statute  to  that  effect,  either 
declaring  a  certain  tribe,  or  such  members  of  it  as  chose  to  re- 
main behind  on  the  removal  of  the  tribe  westward,  to  be  citizens, 
or  authorizing  individuals  of  particular  tribes  to  become  citizens 
on  application  to  a  court  of  the  United  States  for  naturalization, 
and  satisfactory  proof  of  fitness  for  civilized  life.    .  .    .    Indians 

bom  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States,  members 

— - 

n  5  Wan.  761 ;  18  L.  ed.  708.  See  posty  p.  314,  the  case  of  United  States 
V.  Rickert,  188  U.  S.  432;  23  Sup.  a.  Rep.  478;  47  L.  ed.  632. 

»  People  V.  Antonio,  27  Cal.  404;  Hunt  v.  State,  4  Kan.  60;  United  States 
v.  Yellow  Sun,  1  Dill.  271. 

2SFor  a  discussion  of  the  reasonableness  of  thi«  doctrine  based  upon  the 
necessities  of  the  case,  see  article  in  the  American  Law  Retiem,  XV,  21, 
entitled  "  The  Legal  Position  of  the  Indians,"  by  George  F.  Canfield. 

**  112  U.  S.  94;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41;  28  L.  ed.  643. 
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oiy  and  owing  immediate  allegiance  to  one  of  the  Indian  tribes 
(an  alien,  though  dependent  power),  although  in  a  geographical 
sense  bom  in  tlie  United  States,  are  no  more  '  bora  in  the  United 
States  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof '  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  first  section  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  than  the 
children,  of  subjects  of  any  foreign  government  born  within  the 
domain  of  that  government,  or  the  children,  bom  within  the 
United  States,  of  ambassadors  or  other  public  ministers  of  foreign 
nations.  .  •  .  Such  Indians,  then,  not  being  citizens  by  birth, 
can  only  become  citizens  in  the  second  way  mentioned  in  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  by  being  naturalized  in  the  United 
States  by  or  under  some  treaty  or  statute."  ^ 

§  144.  Disappearance  of  Indian  Tribal  Autonomy. 

Since  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Elk  v.  Wilkins  a 
number  of  acts  of  Congress  have  been  passed  which  have  had  the 
effect  of  destroying,  to  a  very  considerable  extent,  the  autonomous 
tribal  governments  of  the  Indians  and  of  subjecting  them  to  the 
immediate  legislative  control  of  Congress  instead  of  to  the  treaty- 
making  power.  The  way  had  been  opened  to  this  change  in  a 
"rider''  attached  to  an  appropriation  bill  in  1871  which  pro- 
vided, as  has  been  earlier  stated,  that  *'  Xo  Indian  nation  or  tribe 
within  the  territory  of  the  United  States  shall  be  acknowledged 
or  reoc^nized  as  an  independent  nation,  tribe  or  power  with  whom 
the  United  States  may  contract  by  treaty/'  ^ 

By  an  act  passed  March  3,  1885,  the  federal  courts  w«re  for 
the  first  time  given  considerable  jurisdiction  over  crimes  com- 
mitted within  the  reservations  by  Indians  upon  Indians.    Section 

»  Justices  Wood  and  Harlan  dissented. 

>*  Notwithstanding  this  act.  Congress  has  continued  to  deal  with  the  Indians, 
in  many  cases,  by  agreements.  That  is,  their  formal  consent  has  been  required 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  putting  into  force  the  legislation  proposed.  Some 
question  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  this  has  been  raised,  it  being  alleged 
that  the  practice  amounts  to  a  delegation  by  Congress  of  its  legislative  power 
in  the  premises.  It  would  seem,  however,  that  the  objection  is  not  of  greit 
weight,  as  it  is  conceded  that  a  legislative  body  may  make  a  statute  condi- 
tional upon  the  consent  of  those  to  whom  it  applies,  provided  such  assent 
aflfects  merely  the  expediency  of  the  statute  (Cooley,  Const.  Lim.,  7th  ed.<» 
p.  164). 
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9  of  tliis  law  provides:  ^'  That  immediately  upon  and  after  the 
date  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  all  Indians  committing  against 
the  person  or  property  of  another  Indian  or  other  person  any  of 
the  following  crimes ;  namely,  murder,  manslaughter,  rape,  assault 
with  intuit  to  kill,  arson,  burglary,  and  larceny,  within  any  Ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States,  and  either  within  or  .without  the 
Indian  Reservation,  shall  be  subject  therefor  to  the  laws  of  said 
territory  relating  to  said  crimes,  and  shall  be  tried  therefor  in  the 
same  courts  and  in  the  same  manner,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the 
same  penalties,  as  are  aU  other  persons  charged  with  the  eommiee 
sion  of  said  crimes  respectively;^ and  said  courts  are  hereby  given 
jurisdiction  in  all  such  cases;  and  all  such  Indians  committing 
any  of  the  above  described  crimes  against  the  person  or  property 
of  another  Indian  or  other  person,  within  the  boundaries  of  any 
State  of  the  United  States,  and  within  the  limits  of  any  Indian 
reservation,  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  laws,  tried  in  the  same 
courts  and  in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  the  same  penalties, 
as  are  all  other  persons  committing  any  of  the  above  crimes 
within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States." 

The  constitutionality  of  this  act  was  attacked  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  within  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  thus  to 
interfere  with  the  internal  legal  affairs  of  Indians  still  maintain- 
ing tribal  governments.  The  Supreme  Court  held,  however,  in 
United  States  v.  Kagama,^  that  whatever  political  and  legal  free- 
dom was  enioved  by  the  Indians  was  bv  wav  of  permission  or 
cession  from  the  Federal  Government,  and  was,  therefore,  subject 
to  curtailment  or  complete  withdrawal  bv  that  power.  ^'  These 
Indian  tribes,"  it  declared,  "  are  the  wards  of  the  Xation.  They 
are  communities  dependent  on  the  United .  States,  dependent 
largely  for  their  daily  food,  dependent  for  their  political  rights. 
They  owe  no  alliance  to  the  States,  and  receive  from  them  no 
protection." 

To  tliis  decision  the  objection  was  urged,  and,  it  would  seem, 
with  considerable  force,  that  since  the  Indians  are  no  longer  per- 
mitted to  enjoy  tribal  autonomy,  aud  are  no  longer  treated  by  the 
—  — 

«?  US  U.  S.  375;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1109;  30  L.  ed.  22S. 
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Federal  Government  aa  independent  communities  which  are  to 
be  dealt  with  by  treaties  instead  of  statutes,  there  disappears  the 
constitutional  justification  for  denying  to  the  States  the  control 
of  such  of  them  as  live  within  their  territorial  limits.  To  this 
the  Supreme  Court  had  no  better  answer  to  give  than  that  of 
expediency: — always  a  poor,  if  not  an  iibsolutely  invalid  argu- 
ment. "  The  power  of  the  General  Government  over  these  rem- 
nants of  a  race  once  powerful,  now  weak  and  diminished  in  num- 
bers,'' it  said,  *^  is  necessary  to  their  protection,  as  well  as  to  the 
safety  of  those  among  whom  they  dwell."  Upon  this  argument 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Government  over  the 
negroes  could,  in  a  degree  at  least,  be  justified. 

At  various  times  during  past  years,  Congress  has  declared  as 
to  particular  Indian  tribes,  that  their  lands  should  bo  divided 
and  held  in  severalty  by  their  respective  members,  and  that,  there- 
upon, such  Indians  should  become  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
and  pass  immediately  from  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  that  of  the  States  in  which  they  reside.  By 
the  General  Land  in  Severalty  Law,  known  as  the  "  Dawes  Act," 
approved  February  8,  1887,  the  President  was  given  the  power 
to  apply  tliis  process  to  practically  every  Indian  reservation  in 
the  country.  The  peculiarity  of  these  acts  is,  it  will  be  observed, 
that  it  makes  citizens  of  Indians  against  their  will.  The  action 
is  taken  at  the  discretion  of  the  President  and  citizenship  is  the 
result^ 

2s  The  foUowing  are  the  provisions  of  this  act  upon  the  points  under  dis- 
cussion : 

"  That  in  all  cases  where  any  tribe  or  band  of  Indians  has  been,  or  shall 
hereafter  be,  located  upon  any  reservation  created  for  their  use,  either  by 
treaty  stipulation  or  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  Congress  or  executive  order  setting 
apart  the  same  for  their  use,  the  President  of  the  United  States  be,  and  he 
hereby  is,  authorized,  whenever  in  his  opinion  any  reservation  or  any  part 
thereof  of  such  Indians  is  advantageous  for  agricultural  and  grazing  purposes, 
to  cause  said  reservation,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  be  surveyed,  or  resurveyed 
if  necessary,  and  to  allot  the  lands  in  said  reservation  in  severalty  to  any 
Indian  located  thereon  in  quantities  as  follows: 

"Sec.  5.  That  upon  the  approval  of  the  allotments  provided  for  in  this  act 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  he  shall  cause  patents  to  issue  therefor  in 
the  name  of  the  allottees,  which  patents  shall  be  of  the  legal  effect,  and 
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The  declaration  of  1871,  and  the  acts  of  1885  and  1887,  and 
the  sustaining  of  their  constitutionality  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
illustrate  the  legal  power  of  the  United  States  to  govern  the 
tribal  Indians  at  will  as  bodies  of  individuals  completely  subject 
to  its  legal  control,  despite  the  status  of  gw^wi-independence  that 
has  been  accorded  them.  This  absolute  power  of  control  has  been 
conspicuously  exhibited  in  more  recent  legislation  which  has  been 
enacted  in  pursuance  of  a  policy  decided  upon  to  abolish,  as 
rapidly  as  possible,  the  tribal  relations  and  governments,  to  ex- 
tinguish the  Indian  titles  to  lands,  and  to  incorporate  the  indi- 
vidual Indians  in  the  general  citizen  bodies  of  the  States  and 
Territories  in  which  they  live. 

declare  tliat  the  United  States  does  and  will  hold  the  land  thus  allotted  for 
the  period  of  twejity-five  years,  in  trust  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the 
Indian  to  whom  such  allotment  shall  have  been  made,  or,  in  case  of  his 
decease,  of  his  heirs,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  or  Territory  where 
such  land  is  located,  and  that  at  the  expiration  of  said  period  the  United 
States  will  convey  the  same  by  patent  to  said  Indian,  or  his  heirs  as  afore- 
said, in  fee,  discharged  of  said  trust  and  free  of  all  charge  or  incumbrance 
whatsoever:  Provided,  That  the  President  of  the  United  States  may  in  any 
ease  in  his  discretion  extend  the  period.     . 

"  Sec.  6.  That  upon  the  completion  of  said  allotments  and  the  patenting  of 
the  lands  to  said  allottees,  each  and  every  member  of  the  respective  bands  or 
tribes  of  Indians  to  whom  allotments  have  been  made  shall  have  the  benefit 
of  and  be  subject  to  the  laws,  both  civil  and  criminal,  of  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory, in  which  they  may  reside;  and  no  Territory  shall  pass  or  enforce  any 
law  denying  any  such  Indian  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of 
the  law.  And  every  Indian  born  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United 
States  to  whom  allotments  shall  have  'been  made  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  or  under  law  or  treaty,  and  every  Indian  born  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  fhe  United  States  who  has  voluntarily  taken  up,  within  said  limits, 
his  residence  separate  and  apart  from  any  tribe  of  Indians  therein,  and  has 
adopted  the  habits  of  civilized  life,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  and  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and  immunities  ot 
such  citizens  whether  said  Indian  has  been  or  not,  by  birth  or  otherwise,  a 
member  of  any  tribe  of  Indians  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United 
States  without  in  any  manner  impairing  or  otherwise  affecting  the  right  of 
any  such  Indian  to  tribal  or  other  property.     . 

"  Sec.  8.  That  the  provision  of  this  act  shall  not  extend  to  the  territory 
occupied  by  the  Cherokees,  Creeks,  Choctaws,  Chickasaws,  Seminoles,  and 
Osage,  Miamies  and  Peorias,  and  Sacs  and  Foxes,  in  the  Indian  Territory, 
nor  to  any  of  the  reservations  of  the  Senaca  Nation  of  New  York  Indians  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  nor  to  that  strip  of  territory  in  the  State  ol  Nebraska 
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The  new  policy  was  based  upon  the  faets  found  by  the  scHmlled 
"  Dawes  Commission/'  which  was  created  by  the  acts  of  March  3, 
1893,^  and  March  2,  1895.'^ 

The  constitutionality  of  thus  summarily  dealing  with  the  In- 
dians by  statute,  has  been  questioned  in  a  number  of  cases  before 
the  Supreme  Court,  but  has  always  been  sustained. 

In  Stephens  v.  Cherokee  Xation,^'  decided  in  1899,  it  was  held 
that  because  such  legislation  might  be  in  violation  of  previous 
treaties  with  the  Cherokees  was  no  ground  for  holding  it  invalid.^ 
As  fo  the  general  legislative  powers  of  Congress  over  the  Indians, 
the  court  said :  "  We  need,  not  review  the  decisions  on  the  subject, 
as  they  are  sufficiently  referred  to  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan  in 
Cherokee  Xation  v.  Southern  Kan.  Ry.  Co.  (135  U.  S.  641;  10 
Sup.  Ct  Eep.  9G5;  34  L.  ed.  295),  from  whose  opinion  we  quote 
as  follows:  ^  The  proposition  that  the  Cherokee  Nation  is  sover- 
eign in  the  sense  that  the  United  States  is  sovereign,  or  in  the 
sense  tliat  the  several  States  are  sovereign,  and  that  that  nation 

adjoining  the  Sioux  Nation  on  the  south  added  by  executive  order."  (Her. 
Stat.,  §  2316.) 

The  "  Dawes  **  Act  of  1887  also  provides  for  allotments  of  land  and  citisen- 
ship  to  Indians  who  may  wish  to  settle  upon  the  public  lands  of  the  United 
-Statics.  It  also  declares  that  all  Indians  forsaking  their  tribal  life  and 
adopting  the  habits  of  civilized  life  shall  become . citiiens.  Without  this 
express  statutory  provision,  as  was  decided  in  Elk  v.  Wilkins,  citizenship 
could  not  thus  be  obtained. 

The  peculiar  status  of  those  Indians  who  have  not  become  dtixens  is  illiu- 
trated  in  the  form  of  a  letter  of  protection  issued  in  lieu  of  a  passport,  •to 
those  traveling  abroad.  The  following  is  a  letter  issued  by  our  consul  at 
Odessa,  the  form  of  which  has  been  approved  by  the  State  Departnient : 

"  To  whom  it  may  concern : 

"The  bearer  of  this  document  is  a  North  American  Indian  whose  name  is 
Hampa.  This  Indian  is  a  ward  of  the  United  States,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  its  consular  and  other  officials.  He  is  not,  however,  entitled  to 
a  passport,  as  he  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  This  consulate  has 
the  honor  to  request  the  Russian  authorities  to  grant  Hampa  all  necessary 
protection  during  his  stay  in  Russia,  and  to  grant  him  permiasion  to  depart 
when  he  requires  it." 

»  27  Stat,  at  L.  c.  209. 

80  28  Stat,  at  L.  c.  189. 

81  174  U.  S.  445;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  722;  43  L.  ed.  1041. 

88  Quoting  Thomas  v.  Gay,  169  U.  S.  264;  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  340;  42  L.  ed. 
740. 
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alone  can  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain  within  its  limits, 
finds  no  support  in  tbe  numerous  treaties  with  the  Cherokee 
Tnfiiawt^  or  in  the  decisions  of  this  court,  or  in  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress defining  tiie  relations  of  that  people  with  the  United  States.' 
.  .  .  It  is  true,  as  declared  in  Worcester  v.  Georgia  (6  Pet 
615 ;  8  L.  ed.  483),  that  tbe  treaties  and  laws  of  the  [Tnited  States 
contemplate  the  Indian  Territory  as  completely  separated  from 
the  States  and  the  Cherokee  Nation  as  a  distinct  community,  and 
(in  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  McLean  in  the  same  case,  p.  583), 
that  *  in  the  executive,  legislative,  and  judical  branches  of  our 
government  we  have  admitted,  by  the  most  solemn  sanction,  the 
existence  of  the  Indians  as  a  sei>arate  and  distinct  i)eople,  and  as 
being  vested  with  rights  which  constitute  them  a  State,  or  a  sepa- 
rate conmiunity.'  But  that  falls  far  short  of  saying  that  they 
are  a  sovereign  State,  with  no  superior  within  the  limits  of  its 
territory/' 

In  Cherokee  Nation  r.  Hitchcock,"  decided  in  19d2,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  of  1898,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior to  prescribe  regulations  for  the  leasing  of  mineral  lands 
in  the  tribal  districts  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  of  making 
these  lands  productive  and  of  securing  therefrom  an  income  for 
the  benefit  of  the  tribe,  was  held  valid. 

In  Lone  Wolf  v.  Hitchcock,^  decided  in  1903,  was  questioned 
the  constitutionality  of  an  act  of  Congress  of  1900  providing  for 
allotment  in  severalty  of  lands  held  in  common  within  certain 
Indian  reservations  and  purporting  to  give  an  adequate  considera- 
tion for  the  surplus  lands  not  allotted  or  reserved  for  their  benefit. 
In  its  opinion,  upholding  the  validity  of  the  act,  notwithstanding 
its  alleged  incongruity  with  previous  treaties,  the  court  say: 
"  Plenary  authority  over  the  tribal  relations  of  the  Indians  has^ 
been  exercised  by  Congress  from  the  beginning,  and  the  power 
has  always  been  deemed  a  political  one,  and  not  subject  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  judicial  department  of  the  government.     .     . 

.  The  power  exists  to  abrogate  the  provisions  of  an  Indian  treaty, 

i  ' 

M187  U.  S.  294;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  115;  47  L.  ed.  183. 
»*187  U.  S.  553;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  216;  47  L.  ed.  299. 
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though  presumably  such  power  will  be  exercised  only  when  cir- 
cumstances arise  which  will  not  only  justify  the  government  in 
disregarding  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty,  but  may  demand,  in 
the  interest  of  the  country  and  the  Indians  themselves,  that  it 
should  do  so." 

In  United  States  v.  Kickert,^  decided  in  1903,  it  was  held  that 
lands  allott^  in  severalty  to  Indians  under  the  Act  of  1887,  and 
held  in  trust  for  them  by  the  United  States  for  twenty-five  years, 
are  not  taxable  by  the  State  in  which  situated,  nor  are  the  im- 
provements upon  them,  or  the  cattle  or  other  property  furnished 
the  allottees  by  the  United  States.  The  court  in  its  opinion  say: 
"  To  tax  these  lands  is  to  tax  an  instrumentality  employed  by  the 
United  States  for  the  benefit  and  control  of  this  dependent  race, 
and  to  accomplish  beneficent  objects  with  reference  to  a  race  of 
which  this  court  has  said  that  '  from  their  very  weakness  and 
helplessness,  so  largely  due  to  the  course  of  dealing  of  the  Federal 
Govermnent  with  them  and  the  treaties  in  which  it  has  been 
promised,  there  arises  the  duty  of  protection,  and  with  it  the 
power.  This  has  always  been  recognized  by  the  Executive  and 
by  Congress,  and  by  this  court,  whenever  the  question  has  arisen.' 
United  States  v.  Kagama,  118  U.  S.  375;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  1109; 
30  L.  ed.  228." 

With  reference  to  the  permanent  improvements  on  the  lands  in 
question,  the  court  say:  "Looking  at  the  object  to  be  accom- 
plished by  allotting  Indian  lands  in  severalty,  it  is  evident  that 
Congress  exj>ected  that  the  lands  so  allotted  would  be  improved 
and  cultivated  by  the  allottee.  But  that  object  would  be  defeated 
if  the  improvements  could  be  assessed  and  sold  for  taxes.  The 
improvements  to  which  the  question  refers  were  of  a  permanent 
kind.  While  the  title  to  the  land  remained  in  the  United  States, 
'  the  permanent  improvements  could  no  more  be  sold  for  local 
taxes  than  could  the  land  to  which  they  belonged.  Every  reason 
that  can  be  urged  to  show  that  the  land  was  not  subject  to  local 
taxation  applies  to  the  assessment  and  taxation  of  the  permanent 
improvements.  It  is  true  that  the  statutes  of  South  Dakota,  for 
the  purpose  of  taxation,  classify  *  all  improvements  made  by  per- 
se 188  U.  S.  432;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478;  47  L.  ed.  632. 
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sons  upon  lands  held  by  them  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States/  as  personal  property.  But  that  classification  cannot  apply 
to  pennanent  improvements  upon  lands  allotted  to  and  occupied 
by  Indians,  the  title  to  which  remains  with  the  United  States, 
the  occupants  still  being  wards  of  the  nation,  and  as  such  luider 
its  complete  authority  and  protection.  The  fact  remains  that  the 
improvements  here  in  question  are  essentially  a  part  of  the  lands, 
and  their  use  by  the  Indians  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  policy 
of  the  United  States/' 

With  reference  to  the  personal  property  provided  the  allottees, 
the  court  declare:  "  The  answer  to  this  question  is  indicated  by 
what  has  been  said  in  reference  to  the  assessment  and  taxation 
of  the  land  and  in  the  permanent  improvements  thereon.  The 
personal  property  in  question  was  purchased  with  th^  money  of 
the  government,  and  was  furnished  to  the  Indians  in  order  to 
maintain  them  on  the  land  allotted  during  the  period  of  the  trust 
estate,  and  to  induce  them  to  adopt  the  habits  of  civilized  life. 
It  was,  in  fact,  the  property  of  the  United  States,  and  was  put 
into  the  hands  of  the  Indians  to  be  usiid  in  execution  of  the  pur- 
pose of  the  government  in  reference  to  them.  The  assessment 
and  taxation  of  the  personal  property  would  necessarily  have  the 
effect  to  defeat  that  purpose." 

Finally,  with  reference  to  the  question  whether  the  United 
States  had  a  sufficient  interest  in  the  matter  to  entitle  it  to  bring 
suit,  the  opinion  declares:  "In  view  of  the  relation  of  the 
United  States  to  the  real  and  personal  property  in  question,  as 
well  as  to  these  dependent  Indians  still  under  national  control, 
and  in  view  of  the  injurious  effect  of  the  assessment  and  taxation 
complained  of  upon  the  plans  of  the  government  with  reference 
to  the  Indians  it  is  clear  that  the  United  States  is  entitled  to 
maintain  this  suit.  No  argument  to  establish  that  proposition  is 
necessary." 

In  Re  Hoff,^  decided  in  1905,  however,  the  court  held  that  an 
Indian  to  whom  an  allotment  under  tlie  Act  of  1887  had  been 
made,  and  who,  by  that  act,  had  been  granted  the  privil^e  of 
citizenship,  and  given  the  benefit  of,  and  subjected  to,  the  civil 

»6  197  U.  S.  488 ;  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  ^06 ;  49  L.  ed.  848. 
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and  criminal  laws  of  the  State  in  which  he  resided^  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  citizen  body  of  that  State,  and  no  longer  under  such 
federal  control  as  to  empower  Congress,  under  the  Commerce 
Clause,  to  penalize  the  sale  within  the  State  of  liquor  to  him.^^ 

w  After  a  review  of  the  recent  legislation  of  Congress  dealing  with  the 
Indian,  and  a  consideration  of  the  police  powers  reseirvod  to  the  States,  the 
court  say:  "But  it  contended  that,  although  the  United  States  may  not 
punish  under  the  police  power  the  sale  of  liquor  within  a  State  by  one  citizen 
to  another,  it  has  power  to  punish  such  sale  if  the  purchaser  is  an  Indian. 
And  the  power  to  do  this  is  traced  to  that  clause  of  t  8,  Art.  1,  of  the  Con- 
stitution which  empowers  Congress  *  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations, 
and  among  the  several  States,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes.'  It  is  sai4  that 
commerce  with  tlie  Indian  tribes  inchides  commerce  with  the  members  thereof, 
and  Congress,  having  power  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  white  men  and 
the  Indians,  continues  to  retain  that  power,  although  it  has  provided  that  the 
Indian  shall  have  the  benefit  of  and  be  subject  to  the  civil  and  criminal  laws 
of  the  State,  and  shall  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  therefore  a 
citizen  of^he  State.  But  the  lojonc  of  this  argument  impli^  that  the  United 
States  can  never  release  itself  from  the  obligations  of  guardianship;  that,  so 
long  as  an  individual  is  an  Indian  by  descent.  Congress,  although  it  may 
have  granted  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  national,  and  therefore  «tate, 
citizenship,  the  benefits  and  burdens  of  the  laws  of  the  State,  may  at  anv 
time  repudiate  this  action  end  reassume  its  guardianship,  and  prevent  the 
Indian  from  enjoying  the  benefit  of  the  laws  of  the  State  and  releaae  him 
from  obligations  of  ()l)edience  thereto.  Can  it  be  that  because  one  has  Indian, 
and  only  Indian,  blood  in  his  veins,  he  is  to  be  forever  one  of  a  special  class 
over  whom  tlie  (ieneral  Government  may.  in  its  discretion,  assume  the  rights 
of  guardianship  which  it  has  once  abandoned,  and  this  whether  the  State  or 
the  individual  himself  consents?  We  think  the  reach  to  which  this  argument 
goes  demonstrates  that  it  is  unsound.  But  it  is  said  that  the  government 
has  provided  that  the  Indian's  title  shall  not  be  alienated  or  encumbered  for 
twenty-five  years,  and  has  also  stipulated  that  the  grant  of  citlKenahip  ahall 
not  deprive  the  Indian  of  his  interest  in  tribal  or  other  property;  but  these 
are  mere  property  rights,  and  do  not  affect  tlie  civil  or  political  status  of  the 
allottees.     .  But  the  fact  that  property  is  held  subject  to  a  condition 

against  alienation  does  not  affect  the  civil  or  political  status  of  the  holder  of 
the  title.  ^lany  a  tract  of  land  is  conveyed  with  conditions  subsequent. 
But  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  this  discussion  further.  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that,  when  the  United  States  grants  the  privileges  of  citizenship 
to  an  Indian,  gives  to  him  the  benefit  of,  and  requires  him  to  be  subject  t^, 
the  laws,  both  civil  and  criminal,  of  the  State,  it  places  him  outside  of  police 
regulations  on  tlie  part  of  Congress;  that  the  emancipation  from  federal  con- 
trol is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  lands  it  has  granted  to  the  Indian 
are  granted  subject  to  a  condition  against  alienation  and  encumbrance,  or  the 
further  fact  that  it  guarantees  to  him  an  interest  in  tribal  or  other  property." 
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The  last  acts  of  Congress  in  this  history  of  its  purpose  to  assimi- 
late the  tribal  Indians  into  the  general  citizen  body  of  the  nation 
are  two  statutes  enacted  in  1906. 

By  an  act  approved  April  26,  1906,  provision  is  made  for  the 
final  disposition  of  the  affairs  of  the  Five  Civilized  Tribes  in  the 
Indian  Territory.  In  this  statute  rules  are  laid  down  for  deter- 
mining tribal  membership;  the  removal  of  chiefs  for  non-per- 
formance of  duties  prescribed  by  the  act;  the  transfer  of  tribal 
schools  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior ;  for  the  collec- 
tion of  tribal  revenues  by  officers  appointed  by  the  Secretary; 
the  abolishment  of  tribal  taxes;  the  disposition  of  tribal  buildings 
and  other  property;  the  sale  of  unallotted  lands;  the  j)er  capita 
distribution  of  tribal  funds;  the  prohibition  for  a  period  of 
twenty-five  years  of  the  sale  or  encumbering  by  Indians  of  lands 
allotted  to  them  (though  leases  may  be  entered  into,  except  home- 
steads, with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior)  ;  that 
all  lands,  thus  restricted,  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation  as  long 
as  fhe  title  remains  in  the  original  allottee.^ 

sd  Sections  27  and  28  provide  as  foUows: 

"  Sec.  27.  Tliat  the  lands  belonging  to  the  Choctaw,  Chickasaw,  Cherokee, 
Creek,  or  Seminole  tribes,  upon  the  dissolntion  of  said  tribes,  shall  not  berome 
public  lands  nor  property  of  the  United  States,  but  shall  be  held  in  trust  by 
the  United  States  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  Indians  respectively  com- 
prising each  of  said  trioes,  and  their  heirs  as  t'.ie  same  shall  appear  by  the 
rolls  as  finally  concluded  as  heretofore  and  hereinafter  provided  for:  Pro- 
vided, That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  interfere  with  any  allotments 
heretofore  or  hereafter  made  or  to  be  made  under  tlie  provisions  of  this  or 
any  other  Act  of  Congress. 

"  Sec.  28.  That  the  tribal  existence  and  present  tribal  governments  of  the 
Choctaw,  Chickasaw,  Cherokee,  Creek,  and  Seminole  tribes  or  nations  are 
hereby  oontinufed  in  full  force  and  eHect  for  all  purposes  authorized  by  law, 
until  otherwise  provided  by  law,  but  the  tribal  council  or  legislature  in  any 
of  said  tribes  or  nations  shall  not  be  in  session  for  a  longer  period  than 
thirty  days  in  any  cue  year:  Provided,  That  no  act,  ordinance,  or  resolution 
(except  resolutions  of  adjournment)  of  the  tribal  council  or  legislature  of 
any  of  said  tribes  or  nations  shall  be  of  any  validity  until  a^roved  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States:  Provided  further,  Taat  no  contract  involving 
the  payment  or  expenditure  of  any  money  or  affecting  any  property  belonging 
to  any  of  said  tribes  or  nations  by  them  or  any  of  them  or  by  any  officer 
thereof,  shall  be  of  any  validity  until  approved  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States.'' 
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By  an  act  approved  May  8,  1906,  Section  6  of  the  Act  of  1887 
is  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  ''  Sec.  6.  That  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  trust  period  and  when  the  lands  have  been  conveyed 
to  the  Indians  by  patent  in  fee,  as  provided  in  section  five  of  this 
Act,  then  each  and  every  allottee  shall  have  the  benefit  of  and  be 
subject  to  the  laws,  both  civil  and  criminal,  of  the  State  or  Terri- 
tory in  which  they  may  reside;  and  no  Territory  shall  pass  or 
enforce  any  law  denying  any  such  Indian  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  law.  And  every  Indian  born  within 
the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States  to  whom  allotments 
shall  have  been  made  and  who  has  received  a  patent  in  fee  simple 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  or  under  any  law  or  treaty,  and 
every  Indian  born  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United 
States  who  has  voluntarily  taken  up  within  said  limits  his  resi- 
dence separate  and  apart  from  any  tribe  of  Indians  therein,  and 
has  adopted  the  habits  of  civilized  life,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights, 
privileges,  and  immunities  of  such  citizens,  whether  said  Indian 
has  been  or  not,  by  birth  or  otherwise,  a  member  of  any  tribe  of 
Indians  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States  without 
in  any  manner  impairing  or  otherwise  affecting  the  right  of  any 
such  Indian  to  tribal  or  other  property:  Provided,  That  the  Sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  may,  in  his  discretion,  and  he  is  hereby  au- 
thorized, whenever  he  shall  be  satisfied  that  any  Indian  allottee 
is  competent  and  capable  of  managing  his  or  her  affairs  at  any 
time  to  cause  to  be  issued  to  such  allottee  a  patent  in  fee  simple, 
and  thereafter  all  restrictions  as  to  sale,  incumbrance,  or  taxation 
of  said  land  shall  be  removed  and  said  land  shall  not  be  liable  to 
the  satisfaction  of  any  debt  contracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of  such, 
patent:  Provided  further,  That  until  the  issuance  of  fee-simple 
patents  all  allottees  to  whom  trust  patents  shall  hereafter  be  issued 
shall  be  subjected  to  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States:  And  provided  further,  That  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  not  extend  to  any  Indians  in  the  Indian  Territory."  ^^ 

The  Enabling  Act  of  June  6,  1906,  providing  for  the  admission 
of  the  Territories  of  Oklahoma  and  Indian  Territory  as  the  State 

W34  Stat,  at  L.  182. 
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of  Oklahoma,  provided :  "  That  nothing  contained  in  the  said  Con- 
stitution [of  Oklahoma]  shall  be  construed  to  limit  or  impair  the 
rights  of  person  or  property  pertaining  to  the  Indians  of  said 
Territories  (so  long  as  such  rights  shall  remain  unextinguished) 
or  to  limit  or  aflFect  the  authority  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  to  make  any  law  or  r^ulation  respecting  such 
Indians,  their  lands,  property,  or  other  rights  by  treaties,  agree- 
ment, law,  or  otherwise,  which  it  would  have  been  competent  to 
make  if  this  act  had  never  been  passed." 


CHAPTEE  XXI. 

THE  ADMISSION  OF  NEW  STATES. 

§  145.  The  AAnission  of  New  States. 

The  process  of  admitting  new  States  to  the  American  Union 
is  a  comparatively  simple  process  and  but  few  constitutional 
qrtestions  have  arisen  in  connection  with  it  The  constitntional 
clause  governing  the  subject  reads  as  follows :  "  New  States 
may  be  admitted  by  the  Congress  into  this  Union;  but  no  new 
State  shall  be  fonned  or  erected  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
other  State ;  nor  any  State  be  formed  by  the  junction  of  two  or 
more  States  or  parts  of  States,  without  the  consent  of  the  l^s- 
latures  of  the  States  concerned  as  well  as  of  the  Congress/'^  It 
f/ill  thus  be  seen  that  nothing  is  said  as  to  the  conditions  that 
must  be  met  by  a  given  territory  before  it  may  claim,  or  Congress 
be  obligated  to  grant,  admission  to  the  Union  as  a  State.  The 
whole  matter  is  left  absolutely  to  the  discretion  of  Congress.  There 
can  be  no  question  but  that  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  the  idea  was.  generally  held  that  all  non-state  terri- 
tory held  or  to  be  held  by  the  United  States  was  to  be  regarded 
as  material  from  which  new  States  were  to  be  created  as  soon  as 
population  and  material  development  should  warrant.  But  no 
attempt  was  made  to  force  the  hand  of  Congress  under  circum- 
stances that  could  not  be  foreseen  by  defining  in  the  Constitution 
itself  the  conditions  under  which  statehood  shoidd  be  accorded. 
But  one  limitation  is  laid  down,  and  that  impliedly,  and  this 
relates  rather  to  the  status  of  new  States  after  admission,  than 
to  the  process  of  admission  itself.  This  is  that  the  new  Common- 
wealths, when  received  into  constitutional  fellowship  with  the 
older  members  of  the  Union,  shall  stand  upon  an  exactly  equal 
footing  with  them. 

As  has  been  seen,  the  Constitution  does  not  attempt  to  fix  the 
modus  operandi  in  which  new  members  are  to  be  admitted  into 
the  Union.  It  does  not  even  sav  whether  thev  are  to  be  formed 
from  territorv  alreadv  under  its  sovereignty,  and  in  one  instance, 

1  Art.  IV,  Sec.  3. 
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tiiat  oi  Texas,  a  new  State  was  received  by  the  direct  prooesft  of 
ineorporatiiig,  by  a  joint  reaoluticHi  of  CongresB,  a  fc^reigzi  inde- 
paident  State.  In  all  other  cases,  however,  new  States  have  be«i 
formed  from  areas  already  belonging  to  the  United  States  and 
organized  as  territories* 

The  usual  process  by  which  these  territories  have  obtained 
statehood  is  as  follows:  The  people  of  a  territory  petition  Con- 
gress to  grant  them  statehood.  If  that  body  is  favorably  dis|X)sed, 
a  so-called  ^^  enabling  act ''  is  passed,  authorizing  the  framing  of 
a  state  Constitution,  prescribing  the  manner  in  which  it  shall  be 
framed,  and  laying  down  c^iain  requirements  that  must  be  met. 
All  these  conditions  having  been  met,  a  resolution  reciting  this 
fact  is  passed  by  Congress,  and  the  Territory  declared  a  State  \ 
and  admitted  as  such  into  the  Union.  In  some  cases  the  final 
step  in  the  process  has  been  a  proclamation  issued  by  the  Presi- 
dent in  obedience  to  the  direction  oi  Congress. 

The  above  has  been  the  usual  and  regular  process.  In  not  a  [ 
few  instances,  however,  the  inhabitants  of  Territories  have  met 
in  conventions  and  framed  Constitutions  without  first  obtaining 
the  authorization  of  Congress.  The  acceptance,  however,  by  that 
body,  of  the  instniment  framed  has  beoi  considered  sufibdent  to 
validate  the  proceeding. 

There  has  been  some  Uttie  constitutional  speculation  as  to 
whetiier  the  decisive,  creative  act  in  the  bringing  into  exist^ice 
of  a  new  State  is  the  Resolution  of  Congress  approving  the  con- 
stitution that  has  been  drawn  up  and  declaring  the  former  Terri- 
tory one  of  the  States  of  the  Union ;  or  whether  the  vivifying  force 
is  derived  from  the  constituent  act  of  the  people  of  the  Territory 
in  framing  and  adopting  their  state  Constitution.  The  latter  is 
the  view  most  acceptalble  to  the  States'  Rights  school.*    It  would 

*In  Brownson's  American  Republic,  premising  that  the  entrance  of  Ter- 
ritories into  the  Union  as  States  is  the  free  act  of  the  pefiples  of  the  respeetive 
Territories,  the  argiunoit  is  made  that  the  States  of  the  Southern  Con- 
federacy, by  their  ordinances  of  secession,  in  effect  annulled  these  acts,  and 
tlrns,  ipso  faetOy  relegated  themselres  to  the  status  of  Territories,  and  as  3uch 
came  under  the  complete  control  of  Congress  for  that  body  to  "  reconstruct " 
their  governments  as  it  should  see  fit,  and  readmit  them  as  States,  and  upon, 
mich  terms,  as  it  should  approve. 
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seem  to  be  sufficently  plain,  however,  that  the  former  is  the  cor- 
rect doctrine;  for  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  it  lies  within 
the  power  of  Congress  arbitrarily  to  refuse  its  approval  to  a  con- 
stitution that  has  been  framed  by  the  people  of  a  Territory 
strictly  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Enabling  Act 
The  final,  and  therefore  decisive  step,  has  thus  to  be  taken  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

This  doctrine  has,  indeed,  received  implied  judicial  sanction 
at  the  hands  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  its  decision 
in  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Jones.* 

In  this  case  was  involved  the  validity  of  an  act  of  a  legislature 
of  a  Territory  passed  prior  to  the  admission  of  the  Territory  into 
the  Union  as  a  State.  The  Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  case  for 
lack  of  jurisdiction  on  the  grounds  that  the  law  in  question  was 
not  passed  by  a  legislature  of  a  State  and  did  not,  therefore,  come 
within  the  express  terms  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  which  provided  the 
court  with  its  appellate  jurisdiction.  Referring  to  the  fact  that 
the  jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  Judi- 
ciary Act  had  been  granted  lest  a  State  might  legislate  against 
some  part  of  the  Constitution,  or  trench  upon  matters  not  within 
its  province,  the  court  said :  "  Such  being  the  evil  or  danger,  it 
precludes  the  ide-a  that  this  clause  in  the  Judiciary  Act  had  any 
reference  to  the  fact  that  public  bodies  which  had  not  been  duly 
organized,  and  not  been  admitted  into  the  Union,  would,  as  States, 
undertake  to  pass  laws,  without  being  empowered  to  do  it,  which 
might  encroach  on  the  Union  or  its  granted  powers,  and  hence 
should  be  thus  guarded  against.  Such  conduct  by  such  bodies, 
if  not  situated  within  the  territory  of  the  Union,  would  be  a  for- 
eign affair,  and  not  within  the  cognizance  of  any  of  the  depart- 
ments of  this  government,  unless  so  interfering  with  its  rights  as 
to  call  for  the  political  exercise  of  the  executive  and  legislative 
authority  over  our  foreign  relations.  Again,  such  conduct  by 
bodies  situated  within  our  limits,  unless  by  States  duly  admitted 
into  the  Union,  would  have  to  be  reached  either  by  the  power  of 

S5   How.   343;    12  L.  ed.   ISl.     C/.  Jameson,  Conatitutional  Cfmvenii(^ 
Sec.  207. 
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the  Union  to  put  down  insurrections,  or  by  the  ordinary  penal 
laws  of  the  States  or  Territories  within  which  these  bodies  unlaw- 
fully organized  are  situated  and  acting.  While  in  ftiat  condition 
their  measures  are  not  examinable  at  all  by  a  writ  of  error  to 
this  court,  as  not  being  statutes  by  a  State,  or  a  member  of  the 
Union.  And  after  such  bodies  are  recognized  as  having  been 
duly  organized,  and  are  admitted  into  the  Union,  if  they  ever 
be,  the  judicial  tribunals  of  the  General  Government,  which 
acquiesces  in  the  political  organization  that  has  been  professing 
to  pass  statutes,  and  which  admits  it  as  a  legal  and  competent 
State,  must  treat  its  statutes  passed  under  that  organization  as 
they  would  the  statutes  of  any  other  State,  within  the  meaning 
and  spirit  of  the  Judiciary  Act  And  if  so,  we  must  inquire  only 
into  the  validity  of  their  subject-matter,  and  not  as  to  the  new, 
any  more  than  the  old.  States,  ever  suppose  that  the  question  of 
their  political  competency  or  power  to  pass  statutes  at  all  was  an 
inquiry  intended  to  be  placed  under  our  consideration  and  de- 
cision by  the  twenty-fifth  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  It  fol- 
lows, then,  that  a  statute,  passed  by  a  political  body  before  its 
admission  into  the  Union,  seems  either  not  to  be  one,  under  the 
cognizance  of  the  Union  or  its  judicial  tribunals,  by  means  of 
Sec.  25  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  unless  re-enacted  or  adopted  after 
becoming  a  State;  then  it  is  treated  like  the  statute  of  any  State; 
or  the  admission  of  the  State  into  the  Union  by  Congress,  subse- 
quently with  the  constitutional  and  political  organization  under 
which  the  statute  was  passed  by  the  State  —  a  competent  State 
—  leaving,  as  in  other  cases,  merely  its  subject-matter  to  be  ex- 
amined in  order  to  see  if  it  violates  or  not  any  acts  or  provisions 
•of  the  General  Government" 


CHAPTER  XXn. 

THE  POWER  OF  THE   UNITED  STATES   TO  ACQUIBE  TERRITORY. 

In  the  chapters  that  hare  gone  before  Ae  effort  has  been  made 
to  set  forth  the  constitutional  relations  snbsisting  between  the 
Union  and  its  commonwealth  members.  From  the  very  beginning, 
hofrever,  the  American  constitutional  system  has  included  other 
political  unite  than  the  States.  These  units  are  Territories,  De- 
pendmcies,  and  a  Federal  District  or  seat  of  National  Gorem- 
Hient^  To  a  consideration  of  the  constitutional  questions  incident 
to  the  ai)nexation  and  government  by  the  National  Government 
of  the  territories  and  peoples  of  which  these  political  elements 
are  c<nnpoaed,  we  shall  now  turn.  This  will  involve  a  discussion 
of  die  following  pointa.  (1)  The  constitutional  power  of  the 
United  States  to  acquire  territories;  (2)  the  modes  or  purposes 
for  which  they  may  be  acquired;  and  (3)  their  constitutional 
atatns.    First  then  as  to  the  power  to  acquire.* 

No  express  power  is  given  to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitu- 
tion to  acquire  additional  territory.  In  1803,  however,  the  vast 
Louisiana  Territory  was  purchased  from  France  and  annexed  to 
the  Union;  in  1819  Florida  was  obtained  from  Spain;  in  1846 
the  Or^on  Territory  was  obtained  through  discovery,  oecnpation, 
and  convention  with  England;  in  1845  the  State  of  Texas  was 
annexed;  in  1848  and  1853  additional  territory  was  obtained  by 
cession  from  Mexico;  in  1856  the  annexation  of  the  Guano  Islands 
was  authorized  by  a  congressional  statute;  in  18<)T,  Alaska,  the 
first  territory  non-contiguous  to  ^he  United  States,  was  obtained* 

from  Russia ;  in  the  same  year  ilidway  Island  was  taken  posses- 

— — 

1  The  term  "  Dependency  "  can  hardly  Ije  said  to  have  been  as  yet  accepted 
as  a  technically  correct  term,  and  possibly  never  may  be.  In  default,  how- 
ever, of  a  better  word  the  term  will  be  here  provisionally  employed. 

>  In  this  chapter  there  is  considered  simply  the  question  as  to  the  power 
of  the  United  States  to  extend  its  sovereignty  over  additional  territory.  The 
qiieption  whether  territory  when  thus  brought  under  the  dominion  of  the 
United  States  is  necessarily  "  incorporated  "  in  it,  in  a  peculiar  constitutional 
sense,  is  discussed  in  a  later  chapter  (Chapter  XXX). 

[324] 


Power  of  United  States  to  Acquire  Tereitory.     325 

sion  of  by  the  President;  in  1898  the  Hawaiian  Islands  were 
annexed;  in  1898,  as  a  result  of  the  Spanish-American  War,  the 
islands  of  Porto  £ieo,  the  Philippines,  and  Guam  came  Bnder  the 
sovereignty  of  the  United  States;  and  in  1900,  three  e€  the 
Samoan  Islands  were  acquired.^ 

The  constituti<»ial  power  of  the  United  States  thus  to  annex 
foreign  territory  has  been,  at  various  times,  ^and  by  various 
writers,  derived  from  the  following  sources: 

1.  The  power  to  admit  new  States  into  the  Union.* 

2.  The  power  to  declare  and  carry  on  war,* 

3.  The  power  to  make  treaties.^ 

4.  The  power,  as  a  Sovereign  State,  to  acquire  territory  by  die* 
oovery  and  occupation  or  by  any  other  methods  recognized  aa 
proper  by  international  usage. 

These  various  sources  will  be  considered  seriatim* 

§  146.  The  Right  to  Annex  Based  on  the  Right  to  Adnatt  New 
Sutes. 

At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  the  territory 
subject  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  consisted  of  the 
respective  territories  of  the  thirteen  original  States,  and  the  vast 
reaches  of  land  to  the  west, —  that  to  the  north  and  west  of  the 
Ohio  river  being  known  as  the  Xorthwest  TeTritory.  These  areas 
had  been  ceded  to  the  old  Confederation  of  the  States  and  gov- 
erned according  to  the  provisicms  of  the  famous  Northwest  Ordi- 
nance of  1787;  which  provisions  were  re-enacted  upon  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  new  government  in  1789J 

sTbe  term  ''Insnlar  Possemions  "  has  been  officially  applied  to  tlw  ishnidB 
owned  by  the  United  States. 

4Art.  IV,  Sec.  3,  CI.  1. 

iArt.  I,  Sec.  8,  CI.  11. 

•  Art.  II,  Sec.  2,  CI.  2. 

^  To  this  govemment  Georgia  and  North  Carolina  later  ceded  their  western 
lands. 

The  act  of  Angnst  7,  17S9,  ims  as  follows: 

*'An  Act  to  Provide  ft>r  the  Oovemment  of  fhe  Territory  Korthwv9t  of  the 
River  Oldo: 

''Whereas,  m  order  that  the  ordinance  of  the  TJnit*^  States  in  Congress 
assembled  for  the  government  of  the  territory  northwest  of  the  River  Ohio 
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It  IS  not  necessary  in  this  place  to  trace  the  history  of  the  part 
played  (luring  the  period  preceding  1787  by  the  conflicting  claims 
of  the  colonies  or  States  to  the  *^  back  lands,"  and  how  Maryland 
refused  to  sign  the  Articles  of  Confederation  until  all  the  States 
should  surrender  these  lands  to  the  Congress  for  the  joint  benefit 
of  all  the  people  of  the  States  to  be  in  proper  time  "  parcelled  out 
by  Congress  into  free  convenient  and  independent  States  and 
Governments,"  and  how,  finally,  this  was  substantially  done. 

That  the  Congress  of  the  Confederation  had  no  constitutional 
power  to  accept  these  cessions  of  territory  is  sufficiently  plain,* 
but  this  was  not  questioned  at  the  time,  and  in  1787  the  ordi- 
nance for  the  government  of  the  Northwest  Territories  was 
enacted.  The  Articles  of  Confederation  did,  however,  provide 
for  the  admission  of  new  States,  Article  XI  declaring  that, 
"  Canada,  acceding  to  this  Confederation,  and  joining  in  the 
measures  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  admitted  into,  and  entitled 
to  all  the  advantages  of  the  Union ;  but  no  other  colony  shall  be 
admitted  into  the  same,  unless  such  admission  be  agreed  to  by 
nine  States." 

may  continue  to  have  full  effect,  it  is  requisite  that  certain  provisions  should 
be  made  so  as  to  adapt  the  same  to  the  present  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

"  Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  in  aH  cases  in 
which  by  the  said  ordinance  any  information  is  to  be  given  or  communication 
made  by  the  Governor  of  said  Territory  to  the  United  States  in  Congress 
assembled,  or  to  any  of  their  officers,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  said  Governor 
to  give  such  information  and  to  make  such  communication  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  President  shall  nominate,  and,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  appoint  all  officers  which  by  said 
ordinance  were  to  have  been  appointed  by  the  United  States  in  Congress 
assembled,  and  all  officers  so  appointed  shall  be  commissioned  by  him,  and  in 
all  cases  where  the  United  States  in  Congress  assenibled  might  by  the  said 
ordinance  revoke  anv  commission  or  remove  from  anv  office,  the  President  is 
hereby  declared  to  have  the  same  power  of  revocation  and  removal, 

"  Section  2.  And  it  is  further  enacted,  That  in  case  of  the  death,  removal, 
resignation  or  necessary  absence  of  the  Governor  of  said  Territory,  the  secre- 
tary thereof  shall  be  and  is  hereby  authorized  and  required  to  execute  all  the 
powers  and  perform  all  the  duties  of  the  Governor  during  the  vacancy 
occasioned  by  the  removal,  resignation  or  necessary  absence  of  said  Governor.'* 

8C/.  Taney  in  Scott  v.  Sandford,  19  How.  393;  15  L.  ed.  691. 


«. 
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In  the  Convention  which  framed  the  present  Constitution  the 
Virginia  resolutions  declared  **  that  provision  ought  to  be  made 
for  the  admission  of  States  lawfully  arising  within  the  limits  of 
the  United  States  whether  from  a  volimtary  juncture  of  govern- 
ment, transitory  or  otherwise,  with  the  consent  of  a  number  of 
voices  in  the  national  legislature  less  than  the  whole."  This  was 
agreed  to  without  debate  in  the  committee  of  the  whole.  As 
reported  by  the  Committee  of  Detail,  the  draft  of  the  Constitu- 
tion provided®  that  "  new  States  lawfully  constituted  or  estab- 
lished within  the  limits  of  the  United  States  may  be  admitted,  by 
the  l^slature  into  the  government;  but  to  such  admission  the 
consent  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  present  in  each  House  shall 
be  necessary." 

In  the  Convention,  in  order  to  cover  certain  condition^)  then 
existing,  especially  the  status  of  Vermont,  this  clause,  after 
repeated  amendments,  was  finally  made  to  read :  "  New  States 
may  be  admitted  by  the  legislature  into  the  Union;  but  no  new 
States  shall  be  hereafter  founded  or  erected  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  any  of  the  present  States,  without  the  consent  of  the  legis- 
lature of  such  State  as  well  as  of  the  general  legislature." 

As  finally  phrased  by  the  Committee  on  Style  and  adopted  by 
the  Convention  the -clause  reads:  "  New  States  may  be  admitted 
by  the  Congress  into  this  Union;  but  no  new  State  shall  be 
founded  or  erected  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  other  State;  nor 
any  State  be  formed  by  the  junction  of  two  or  more  States,  or 
parts  of  States,  without  the  consent  of  the  legislatures  of  the 
States  concerned,  as  well  as  of  the  Congress." 

During  this  course  of  evolution  it  will  be  seen  that  the  limita- 
tion "within  the  limits  of  the  United  States"  disappeared.  It 
does  not,  however,  appear  from  the  debates  just  why  these  words 
of  limitation  were  omitted.  From  some  eiqpressions  of  opinion  of 
the  time,  there  is,  nevertheless,  evidence  that  the  possibility  and 
desirability  of  an  expansion  of  the  United  States  beyond  the 
limits  fixed  by  the  treaty  of  1783,  was  early  recognized  by  men 
active  in  the  framing  and  adoption  of  our  present  Constitution. 

•  Art  XVn. 


I 
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Alexander  Hamilton,  in  a  letter  to  Washington,  wrote:  ^^  We 
most  remain  in  a  position  to  take  advantage  of  circiiinfitanoee, 
we  must  be  pr^ared  to  acquire  Florida,  and  to  annex  Louisiana 
and  we  must  even  wink  further  South.'' 

And  Gouvemeur  Morris,  the  author  of  that  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution which  confers  upon  Ccmgress  liie  power  to  make  rules 
and  regulations  respecting  territory  and  other  property  of  the 
United  States,  writing  in  1803  to  Livingston  said:  "I  am 
very  certain  that  I  had  it  not  in  contemplation  fo  insert  a  decree 
de  coercendo  imperio  in  the  Constitution  of  America.  Without 
examining  whether  a  limitation  of  territory  be  or  be  not  ess^itial 
to  the  preservation  of  republican  government,  I  am  certain  that 
the  country  between  the  ilississippi  and  the  Atlantic  exceeds  by 
far  the  limits  which  prudence  would  assign,  if  in  efiect  any  limi- 
tation be  required.  Another  reason  of  equal  weight  must  haw 
prevented  me  from  thinking  of  such  a  clause.  I  knew  as  weH 
then  as  I  do  now  that  all  North  America  must  at  length  be 
annexed  to  us.  Happy,  indeed,  if  the  lust  of  djominiou  stop 
there."  Writing  again  to  Livingston,  however,  Morris  said  that 
while  he  held  that  the  United  States  might  acquire  additionid 
territorv,  it  could  not  create  new  States  of  the  Union  out  of  it. 
He  said :  "  I  perceive  I  mistook  the  drift  of  your  inquiry,  winch 
substantially  is,  whether  Congress  can  admit,  as  a  new  Stale> 
territory  which  did  not  belong  to  the  United  States  when  tiie  Con- 
stitution was  made.  In  my  opinion  tJiey  cannot.  I  always 
thought,  when  we  should  acquire  Canada  and  Louisiana,  it  would 
be  proper  to  govern  them  as  provinces  and  allow  them  no  vrdee 
in  our  councils.  In  wording  the  third  section  of  the  fourth 
article,  I  went  as  far  as  circmnstances  would  permit  to  establish 
the  exclusion.  Candor  obliges  me  to  add  my  belief  that  had  it 
been  more  pointedly  expressed,  a  strong  opposition  would  hai^ 
been  made."  ^^ 

§  147.  Annexation  of  Louisiana.    Views  of  JefiEerson. 

When,  in  1790,  is^orth  Carolina  made  a  cession  to  the  United 

States  of  its  title  to  western  territorv,  this  was  accepted  by  Con- 

loiyt/e  and  yVriiings  (Sparks),  III,  185,  192. 
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gress  inUhe  Act  of  April  2,  1790,  without  constitntional  question. 
This  it  will  be  observed,  however,  involved  only  a  transfer  of 
title  from  a  State  to  the  Nation  and  not  an  annexation  of  terri- 
twy  foreign  to  the  United  States.  The  acquisition  of  the 
Louisiana  Territory  was,  however,  of  this  latter  character,  and 
Jefferson,  then  President,  felt,  and  expressed,  as  we  know,  most 
serious  doubts  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act,  though,  upon 
grounds  of  political  expediency,  he  urged  that  the  treaty  provid- 
ing for  it  be  ratified,  and  if  necessary,  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment giving  to  the  National  Government  the  necessary  power 
be  adopted.-*^ 

— -iiHi  !■!  .         .     , m  .^aiB.    ^m  m^  i^m  ■  i  i  "" 

u  Before  the  ratiiication  of  the  treaty  Jefferson  wrote  to  John  Dickinson  as 
follows:  "The  General  Government  has  no  powers  but  such  as  the  Constitu- 
tion gives  it;  and  it  has  not  given  it  power  of  holding  foreign  territory,  and 
still  less  of  incorporating  it  into  the  Union.  An  amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion seenis  necessary  for  this.  In  the  meantime  we  must  ratify  and  pay  our 
money,  as  we  have  treated  for  a  thing  beyond  the  Constitution  and  rely  on 
the  nation  to  sanction  an  act  done  for  its  great  good  without  its  previous 
authority." 

To  John  "C.  Breckenridge  he  wrote:  "  The  Constitution  has  made  no  pro- 
vision for  holding  foreign  territory,  still  less  for  incorporating  foreign  nations 
into  our  Union.  The  Executive,  in  seizing  the  fugitive  occurrence  which  so 
much  advances  ttie  good  of  their  country,  has  done  an  act  "beyond  the  Con- 
stitution. The  Legislature,  in  casting  behind  them  metaphysical  subtleties 
and  risking  tliemselves  like  faithful  servants,  must  ratify  and  pay  for  it  and 
throw  themselves  on  their  country  for  doing  for  them  unauthorized  what  we 
know  they  would  have  done  for  themselves  had  they  been  in  a  situation  to  do 
it.  It  is  a  case  of  a  guardian  investing  the  money  of  the  ward  in  purehasii^ 
an  important  adjacent  territory,  and  saying  to  him  when  of  age:  '  I  did  this 
for  your  p)od;  I  pretend  to  no  right  to  bind  you;  you  may  disavow  me  and  I 
must  get  out  of  the  scrape  as  best  I  can ;  I  thought  it  my  duty  to  risk  myself 
for  you.'  But  we  shall  not  be  disavowed  by  the  nation,  and  their  act  of 
indemnity  will  confirm  and  not  weaken  the  Constitution  by  more  strongly 
marking  its  lines.'' 

Writing  to  William  C.  Nicholson  before  the  ratification  of  the  Louisiana 
treaty  lie  said:  "Whatever  Congress  shall  think  best  to  do  should  be  done 
with  as  little  debate  as  posBift>le,  and  particularly  as  far  as  respects  the  con 
fititutional  diflBculty.  I  am  aware  of  the  force  of  the  observations  you  make 
on  the  power  given  by  the  Constitution  to  Congress  to  admit  new  States  into 
the  Union  without  restraining  the  subject  to  the  territory  then  constituting 
the  United  States.  But  when  I  consider  that  the  limits  of  the  United  States 
are  precisely  ftxed  by  the  treaty  of  1783;  that  the  Constitution  expressly 
declares  itself  to  be  made  for  the  United  States,  I  cannot  help  believing  that 
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Though  not  perfectly  clear  upon  the  point,  it  would  seem  that 
Jefferson  drew  a  distinction  between  the  constitutional  power  of 
the  United  States  to  extend  its  sovereignty  over  additional  terri- 
tory and  to  "  incorporate "  it  in  the  United  States  as  a  part 
thereof;  and  that  his  constitutional  qualms  were  excited  rather 
by  the  exercise  of  the  latter  power  than  of  the  former.  In  answer 
to  a  letter  of  Gallatin  he  wrote  (January,  1803) :  "  There  is  no 
constitutional  difficulty  as  to  the  acquisition  of  territory,  and 
whether  when  acquired  it  may  be  taken  into  the  Union  by  the 
Constitution  as  it  now  stands  will  become  a  question  of  expe- 
diency. I  think  it  will  be  safer  not  to  permit  the  enlargement 
of  the  Union  but  by  the  amendment  of  the  Constitution.'* 

In  the  first  of  the  drafts  of  a  constitutional  amendment  which, 
for  this  purpose,  Jefferson  drew  up,  it  was  provided  that,  *'  The 
Province  of  Louisiana  is  incorporated  with  the  United  States 
and  made  a  part  thereof."  The  second  draft  provided  that, 
"  Louisiana  as  ceded  by  France  to  the  LTnited  States  is  made  a 
part  of  the  United  States.  Its  white  inhabitants  shall  be  citizens 
and  stand,  as  to  their  rights  and  obligations,  on  the  same  footing 
with  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  analogous  situations."  ^* 

The  question  of  the  annexation  of  territory  without  **  incor- 
poration "  into  the  United  States  will  be  discussed  in  Chapters 
XXIX  and  XXX. 

Jefferson  stood  by  no  means  alone  in  his  doubts  as  to  the  con- 
stitutional power  of  the  United  States  to  annex  and  incoqx)rate 

the  intention  was  to  permit  "Congress  to  admit  into  the  Union  new  States 
which  should  be  formed  out  of  the  territory  for  which  and  under  whose 
authority  alone  they  were  acting.  I  do  not  believe  it  was  meant  that  they 
might  receive  England,  Holland,  Ireland,  etc.,  into  it,  which  would  be  the 
case  in  your  construction.  When  an  instrument  admits  of  two  constructions, 
one  safe  and  the  other  dangerous,  the  one  precise,  the  other  indefinite,  I  prefer 
that  which  is  safe  and  precise.  I  had  rather  risk  enlargement  of  power  from 
the  nation  where  it  is  found  necessary  than  to  assmne  it  by  a  construction 
which  makes  our  powers  boundless." 

12  For  other  declarations  of  Jefferson  upon  this  point,  and  a  review  of  the 
debates  in  Congress  concerning  the  Louisiana  purchase,  see  Downes  v.  Bidwell, 
182  U.  S.  244;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  45  Jm  ed.  1088,  and  the  argument  of 
the  Attorney-General  in  Goetze  v.  United  States,  The  Insular  Cases,  H.  R. 
Doc,  509,  56th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.,  pp.  152  ei  seq. 
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Louisiana,  but  these  doubts  were  not  sufficiently  general  to  lead 
the  people  to  give  expressly  by  constitutional  amendment  that 
right,  the  implied  existence  of  which  was  questioned.'^ 

With  regard  to  deriving  the  power  to  annex  from  the  power  to 
admit  new  States,  it  may  be  observed  that  not  only  is  reference 
to  this  source  for  authority  unnecessary,  but,  when  appealed  to, 
would  not  seem  to  yield  to  the  National  Grovemment  as  ample 
powers  as  are  furnished  it  when  the  treaty  and  war  powers  are 
relied  upon.^* 

It  may  further  be  observed  that  when  recourse  is  had  to  the 
power  to  admit  new  States  for  the  authority  to  annex  foreign 

13  In  tbe  debates  attendant  upon  the  annexation  of  Texas,  Choate  in  the 
Senate  and  Winthrop,  Brangle,  and  Barnard  in  the  House  argued  that  the 
United  States  was  without  constitutional  authority  to  annex  foreign  territory 
(Cong.  Globe,  28th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.).  In  1838  when  the  annexation  of  Texas 
was  being  agitated,  J.  Q.  Adams  in  the  House  of  Representatives  offered  the 
following  resolution :  "  Resolved,  that  the  power  of  annexing  the  people  of 
any  independent  foreign  State  to  the  Union  is  a  power  not  delegated  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  to  their  Congress,  or  to  any  department  of 
the  government,  but  reserved  by  the  people.  That  any  attempt  by  act  of 
Congress  or  by  treaty  would  be  a  usurpation  of  power,  unlawful  and  void, 
and  which  it  would  be  the  right  and  the  duty  of  the  free  people  of  the  Union 
to  resist  and  avoid." 

Continuing,  he  declared,  that,  if  annexed,  it  would  be  such  a  violation  of 
the  national  compact  as  "  not  only  inevitably  to  result  in  a  dissolution 
of  the  Union,  but  fully  to  justify  it,  and  we  not  only  assert  that  the  people 
of  the  free  States  ought  not  to  submit  to  it,  but  we  say  with  confidence  that 
they  would  not  submit  to  it."  Many  Southerners,  on  the  other  hand,  asserted 
that  if  Texas  were  not  admitted,  they  would  destroy  the  Union. 

M "  If  it  [the  power  of  annexation]  is  to  be  implied  only  from  the  latter 
power  [the  right  to  admit  new  States],  it  would  seem  quite  reasonable  to 
hold  that  it  could  be  exercised  in  any  case  only  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
a  new  State  out  of  the  acquired  territory,  and  there  would  be  no  power  to 
govern  it  except  for  that  purpose,  but  the  right  of  Congress  to  admit  the 
acquired  territory'  as  a  State  or  States,  or  to  refuse  to  do  so,  according 
to  its  own  judgment  and  discretion,  is  universally  admitted,  and,  therefore, 
it  would  seem,  to  follow  that  the  power  to  acquire  and  govern  cannot  be 
derived  from  the  power  to  admit,  for,  if  it  did,  all  territory  acquired  by  either 
of  the  methods  stated  would  have  to  be  converted  into  a  State  or  States.  It 
may  be  said  that  no  territory  ought  to  be  acquired  which  cannot  be  ultimately 
fitted  for  admission  as  a  State  or  States  —  but  this  is  a  political  and  not  a 
judicial  question."  Address  of  John  G.  Carlisle  before  the  American  Bar 
Association,  1902. 
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territory  considerable  support  is  given  to  the  position  that,  in 
exercising  it,  the  consent  of  the  other  States  should  be  obtained. 
Thus  at  the  time  of  the  debate  in  Congress  over  the  purchase  of 
Louisiana,  Pickering,  who  did  not  deny  the  right  of  the  United 
States  to  acquire  new  territory  by  conquest  or  purchase  to  be  held 
and  governed  as  dependent  territory,  denied  that  territory  could 
be  annexed  with  the  pledge  that  it  should  be  divided  up  and 
admitted  as  States  into  the  Union,  unless  the  consent  of  the 
copartner  States  were  obtained.  Griswold  took  much  the  same 
view,  lie  contended  that  "  the  Union  of  the  States  was  formed 
on  the  princi])les  of  a  copartnership,  and  it  would  be  absurd  to 
suppose  that  the  agents  of  the  parties  who  have  been  appointed  to 
execute  the  business  of  the  compact,  could  admit  a  new  partner 
without  the  consent  of  the  parties  themselves,"  ^* 

§  148.  Territories  as  Embryo  States. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  it  was  the  general  intuition 

at  the  time  that  the  Constitution  was  adopted  that  all  the  terri- 
tory then  under  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  and  not 
included  within  the  limits  of  anv  one  of  the  then  several  States 
should  ultimately  be  divided  up  and  admitted  as  States  into  the 
Union, 

It  will  be  remembered  that  the  Ordinance  for  the  government 
of  the  Xorthwest  Territory  provided  that  —  *^  There  shall  be 
formed  in  the  said  territory  not  less  than  three  nor  more  than 
five  States.  .  .  .  And  .  .  .  such  State  shall  be  admitted 
.  .  .  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  original  States,  in  all  respects 
whatever;  and  shall  be  at  liberty  to  form  a  permanent  Constitu- 
tion and  state  government.^® 

The  treaty  which  provided  for  the  cession  of  Louisiana  to  the 
United  States  declared  that  —  "The  inhabitants  of  the  ceded 
territorv  shall  be  incorporated  into  the  Union  of  the  United 
States  and  admitted  as  soon  as  possible  according  to  the  principles 
of  the  federal  Constitution  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights, 

15  Annals  of  Cong.  1803-4,  p.  461.  . 

16  Art.  5. 
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advantages^  and  immanities  of  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States."  ^^ 

In  the  treaty  with  Spain  which  confirmed  the  title  of  the  United 
States  to  the  Floridas  the  United  States  promised  that  —  "  The 
inhabitants  of  the  territories  .  .  .  shall  be  incorporated  in 
the  Union  of  the  United  States  as  soon  as  it  may  be  consistent 
with  the  principles  of  the  Federal  Constitution  and  admitted  to 
the  enjoyment  of  all^the  privileges,  rights,  and  immunities  of  the 
citiz^is  of  the  United  States."  ^* 

In  the  treaty  of  1848  with  Mexico  whereby  Mexico  relinquished 
its  rights  to  Upper  California  and  New  Mexico  the  United  States 
promised  that  — "  The  Mexicans  who,  in  the  territories  afore- 
said, shall  not  preserve  die  character  of  citizens  of  the  Mexican 
Republic  conformably  with  what  is  stipulated  in  the  preceding 
article,  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  Union  of  the  United  States 
and  to  be  admitted  at  the  proper  time  (to  be  judged  of  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States)  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States  according  to  the  principles  of  the 
Constitution.''  '^ 

In  the  treaty  with  Russia  for  the  cession  of  Alaska  the  United 
States  agreed  that  —  "The  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  territory 
.  .  .  should  be  admitted  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights, 
advantages  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States."  ^ 

In  the  provisions  of  all  of  these  several  treaties  there  is  thus 
to  be  recognized  the  presence  of  the  idea  in  the  minds  of  those 
who  framed  and  ratified  them  that  the  territories  thus  acquired 
were  to  be  incorporated  as  int^ral  elements  in  the  United  States 
and  ultimatelv  to  be  erected  into  States  and  admitted  into  the 

ft. 

Union  in  full  and  equal  fellowship  with  the  original  States.  The 
consid^ation  which  led  the  ceding  nations  to  have  these  promises 
inserted  in  the  treaties  of  cession  was  the  same  which  urges  all 
nations  in  parting  with  portions  of  their  territories  and  their 
inhabitants  to  provide,  as  far  as  possible,  that  their  former  citi- 

1T8  SUt  at  L.  202. 
US  Stat,  at  L.  256. 
w  9  Stat,  at  L.  930. 
» 16  Stat,  at  L.  542. 
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zens  thus  handed  over  to  the  control  of  a  foreign  power,  shall  not 
be  oppressed  but  be  treated  on  an  equality  with  the  other  citizens 
of  the  annexing  State. 

Down  to  the  time  of  the  war  of  1S98  with  Spain  we  find 
repeated  utterances  of  public  men  and  of  the  courts  that  all  of 
the  territories  of  the  United  States,  originally  owned  and  acquired, 
not  already  States,  were  destined  for  that  status,^  Senator  Hoar, 
indeed,  declared  in  the  Senate  when  the  future  of  the  Philippine 
Islands  was  being  discussed,  "  I  have  been  unable  to  find  a  single 
reputable  authority  more  than  twelve  months  old,  for  the  power 
now  claimed  for  Congress  to  govern  dependent  nations  or  terri- 
tories not  expected  to  become  States.  The  (k)ntrary,  until  this 
war  broke  out,  has  been  taken  as  too  clear  for  reasonable  ques- 
tion.'* 

In  support  of  the  view  that  the  holding  permanently  of  tem- 
tory  not  destined  for  statehood  is  foreign  to,  and  not  compatible 
with,  our  principles  of  government,  the  declarations  of  Jefferson, 
Madison,  Monroe,  J.  Q.  Adams,  Webster,  Calhoun,  Clay,  Reverdy 
Johnson,  Berrien,  Edward  Everett,  Seward,  and  Sumner  have 
been  quoted ;  and,  of  course,  if  Senator  Hoar's  statement  be  cor- 
rect, this  list  might  be  almost  indefinitely  extended. 

§  149.  Judicial  Dicta.    Taney's  Views. 

A  certain  number  of  dicta  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  may  also  be  found  in  which  the  language  indicates  an 
accepted  assumption  that  the  territories  held  by  the  United  States 
were  all  ultimately  to  be  erected  into  States.  Thus  in  Lough- 
borough V.  Blake,^  Marshall,  after  referring  to  the  attempt  of 
Great  Britain  to  tax  her  American  colonies,  said :  "  The  differ- 
ence between  requiring  a  continent  with  an  immense  population 
to  submit  to  be  taxed  by  a  government  having  no  common  interest 
with  it,  separated  from  it  by  a  vast  ocean  and  associated  with  it 
by  no  common  feelings,  and  permitting  the  representatives  of  the 

21  Alaska  may  be  treated  as  an  exception.  This  area,  at  the  time  of  its 
annexation,  had  a  very  smaU  population  and  it  was  not  expected  that  this 
population  would  increase. 

«3  6  Wh.  317;  5  L.  ed.  98. 
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American  people,  under  the  restrictions  of  our  Constitution,  to 
tax  a  part  of  the  society,  which  is  in  a  state  of  infancy,  advancing 
to  manhood,  looking  forward  to  complete  equality  as  soon  as  that 
state  of  manhood  shall  be  attained,  as  is  the  case  with  the  Terri- 
tories, is  too  obvious  not  to  present  itself  to  the  minds  of  all." 

Thus  also,  in  Shively  v,  Bowlby,^  the  court  said,  "  The  Terri- 
tories acquired  by  Congress  whether  by  deed  or  cession  from  the 
original  States,  or  by  treaty  with  a  foreign  country,  are  held  with 
the  object,  as  soon  as  their  population  and  condition  justify,  of 
being  admitted  into  the  Union  as  States  upon  an  equal  footing 
with  the  original  States  in  all  respects ;  and  the  title  and  dominion 
of  the  tidewaters  »and  the  lands  under  them  are  held  by  the  United 
States  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  people,  and,  as  this  Court  has 
often  said,  in  trust  for  the  future  States.  -.  .  .  Upon  the 
acquisition  of  a  Territory  by  the  United  States,  whether  by  ces- 
sion from  one  of  the  States  or  by  treaty  with  a  foreign  country, 
or  by  discovery  and  settlement,  the  same  title  and  dominion  passed 
to  the  United  States  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  people  and  in 
trust  for  the  several  States  to  be  ultimately  created  out  of  the 
Territory." 

Chief  Justice  Taney  has  often  been  cited  as  holding  in  his 
opinion  in  the  Dred  Scott  case  that  foreign  territory  might  be 
acquired  by  the  United  States  only  under  its  power  to  admit  new 
States.  This  is  not  correct.  In  Fleming  v.  Page,^^  he  had  already 
expressly  declared  that  foreign  territory  might  be  acquired  under 
the  treaty  and  war-making  powers,  and  in  the  Dred  Scott 
case,  approves,  upon  this  point,  the  decision  of  Marshall 
in  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter.^  He  asserts,  however, 
that  these  powers  are  to  be  exercised  only  for  the  purpose 
of  acquiring  territories  that  ultimately  may  be<;ome  States, 
and  that,  when  acquired,  they  are  to  be  governed  with  this  end 
in  view,  namely,  of  preparing  them  for  this  status.  It  is  thus 
apparent  that  the  constitutional  limitation  which,  in  this  case, 
Taney  is  intent  upon  emphasizing,  is  rather  one  upon  the  con- 

»152  U.  S.  1;  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  648;  38  L.  ed.  381. 

14  9  How.  603. 

»1  Pet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242. 
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trol  of  Congreea  over  territories  that  have  been  annexed^  than 
upon  thtf  power  of  the  Gr«ieral  Government  to  acquire  them.    In 
his  opinicm  he  says :   "  There  is  certainly  no  power  given  by  the 
Constitution  to  the  Federal  Government  to  establish  or  maintain 
colonies  bordering  cm  the  United  States  or  at  a  distance,  to  be  ruled 
and  governed  at  its  own  pleasure,  nor  to  enlarge  its  territorial 
limits  in  any  way  except  by  the  admission  of  new  States.     That 
.power  is  plainly  given,  and  if  a  new  State  is  admitted  it  needs  no 
further  l^slation  by  Congress,  because  the  Constitution  itself 
defines  the  relative  rights  and  powers  and  duties  of  the  State  and 
the  citizens  of  the  State  and  the  Federal  Grovemment     But  no 
power  is  given  to  acquire  a  territory  to  be  heM  and  governed 
permanently  in  that  character.    And,  indeed,  the  power  exercised 
by  Congress  to  acquire  territory  and  establish  a  government  there 
according  to  its  own  unlimited  discretion  was  viewed  with  great 
jealousy  by  the  leading  statesmen  of  the  day.     ,     .    .    We  do  not 
mean,  however,  to  question  the  power  of  Congress  in  this  respect. 
The  power  to  expand  the  territory  of  the  United  States  by  the 
admisnion  of  new  States  is  plainly  given,  and  in  the  construction 
of  this  power  by  all  the  departments  of  the  Government  it  has 
been  held  to  authorize  the  acquisition  of  a  territory  not  fit  for 
admission  at  the  time,  but  to  be  admitted  as  soon  as  its  popula- 
tion would  entitle  it  to  admission.     It  is  acquired  to  become  a 
State,  and  not  to  be  held  as  a  colony  and  governed  by  Congress 
with  absolute  authority;  and  as  the  propriety  of  admitting  a  new 
State  is  committed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  Congress,  the  power 
to  acquire  territory  for  that  purpose,  to  be  held  by  the  United 
States  until  it  is  in  a  suitable  condition  to  become  a  State  upon 
an  equal  footing  with  the  other  States,  must  rest  upon  the  same 
discretion." 

So  J  likewise,  it  will  be  found  that  the  various  opinions  delivered 
in  this  case  by  the  other  members  of  the  court,  concurring  and 
dissenting,  are  concerned  rather  with  the  limitations  of  the  powers 
of  government  of  annexed  territory,  than  with  the  extent  of  the 
power  to  acquire.  We  shall  consider  this  phase  of  the  question 
in  another  chapter. 


PowEB  OF  United  States  to  Acquule  Teeritoby.     337 

§  150.  Condusions. 

Concerning  the  validitj  of  this  claim  that  the  Constitation 
lodes  to  a  Union  c(xnpo6ed  onlj  of  States  and  potcmtial  States, 
this  much  maj  be  granted:  Bejond  all  reasonable  doubt  those 
who  framed  and  adopted  the  federal  Constitution  did  not  antici- 
pate, and  therefore  cannot  be  said  ddiberately  to  have  provided 
for,  the  time  when  the  United  States  should  ext^id  its  sovereignty 
over  territories  not  intended  ultimately  for  statehood.  Xor  can 
it  be  said  that  a  different  view  was  held  upon  this  point  by 
practically  any  one  until  comparatively  recent  times.  But  in 
admitting  this,  the  conclusion  that  the  annexation  of  such  terri- 
tory was  an  unconstitutional  act  does  not  follow.  For  in  the 
first  place,  as  has  been  repeatedly  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
it  is  not  enough  to  say  that  a  particular  case  was  not  in  the  minds 
of  those  who  framed  and  adopted  the  Constitution  in  order  to 
hold  an  act  unconstitutional.  One  must  go  further  and  show  that 
had  the  particular  case  been  suggested  to  those  framers  and 
adopters  of  the  Constitution,  they  would  so  have  modified  its 
language  as  to  exclude  it.^®  In  the  second  place,  even  were  this 
principle  of  constitutional  construction  not  sufliciently  broad  to 
uphold  the  federal  power  in  question,  there  would  be  applicable 
two  principles,  each  of  which  would  prevent  the  Supreme  Court 
from  passing  upon  this  point.  The  first  of  these  principles  is  the 
one  elsewhere  mentioned  that  the  question  of  de  facto  and  de  jure 
sovereignty  is  one  regarding  which  the  courts  hold  themselves 
bound  by  the  determination  of  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches  of  government;  the  second  is  that  the  motive  of  an  act, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  solving  an  ambiguity  in  its  application, 
is  not  a  proper  subject  for  judicial  examination,  and  that,  there- 
fore, in  the  case  of  an  annexation  of  territory,  it  would  not  be 
proper  for  the  court  to  seek  to  learn  whether  or  not  ultimate 

2t"The  ease  being  within  the  words  of  the  rule,  must  be  within  its  opera- 
tions Ukewiae,  imJess  there  be  something  within  its  Uteral  construction 
so  obviously  absurd  or  mischievous,  or  repugnant  to  the  general  spirit  of 
that  instrument  as  to  justify  those  who  expounded  the  Constitution  in 
making  it  an  exeeption."  Dartmouth  College  t.  Woodward,  4  Wh.  518;  4 
L.  ed.  629. 

22 
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statehood  was  intended  to  be  granted  the  lands  and  peoples  ob- 
tained. Indeed,  as  we  have  seen,  as  regards  the  contiguous  con- 
tinental territories  of  the  United  States,  it  has  been  uniformly 
held  that  the  grant  to  them  of  statehood  lies  wholly  within  the 
discretion  of  Congress,  and  that  no  legal  means  exist  for  com- 
pelling action  should  that  body  arbitrarily  refuse  for  an  indefinite 
length  of  time  to  grant  this  privilege  to  a  deserving  territory. 

The  question  whether  or  not  territory  not  contiguous  to  the 
other  territory  of  the  United  Stafes  may  be  annexed  is  very 
similar  to  the  one  just  discussed  and  may  be  answered  in  much 
the  same  manner.  For  this  purpose  we  may  borrow  the  words  of 
the  report  of  the  Committee  favoring  the  annexation  of  Hawaii: 
"  The  fact  that  territory  is  contiguous  or  noncontiguous  is  to  be 
considered  in  reference  to  the  policy  or  expediency  of  annexation, 
but  it  is  submitted  that  both  on  principle  and  precedent  there  is 
all  the  constitutional  power  necessary  to  accomplish  annexation 
in  any  case  where  annexation  is  deemed  to  be  to  the  interest  of  this 
country.  The  fact  that  territory  is  contiguous  or  noncontiguous 
can  have  no  bearing  upon  the  constitutionality  of  its  acquisition; 
but  simply  goes  to  affect  the  value  of  the  territory  proposed  to  be 
annexed.  On  general  principles,  if  it  is  contiguous,  it  is  more 
easily  governed  and  defended.  But  whether  this  is  so  or  not 
depends  upon  circumstances.  In  these  days  distance  is  not  a 
matter  of  miles,  but  of  hours.  When  California  was  annexed  it 
was  two  months  distant  from  the  centre  of  civilization  in  the 
United  States.  Honolulu  to-day  lies  only  ten  and  a  half  days 
from  Washington.  As  to  the  arguments  presented  in  favor  of 
the  unconstitutionality  of  the  annexation  of  noncontiguous  terri- 
tory, it  is  submitted  that  because  our  forefathers  of  1776  did  not 
discuss  or  contemplate  any  given  proposition  is  no  reason,  con- 
stitutional or  otherwise,  why  their  children  should  not  discuss 
and  contemplate  any  and  every  problem  which  is  presented  to 
them  in  1897  upon  its  merits,  whether  their  ancestors  ever  heard 
of  such  subject  or  not.  It  is  further  submitted  that  the  precedents 
in  United  States  history  are  all  against  the  unconstitutionality  of 
the  annexation  of  noncontiguous  territory.     Alaska  is  separated 
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from  the  United  States  by  a  vast  foreign  territory.  Midway 
Island  is  approximately  three  thgusand  miles  from  the  American 
coast  The  Aleutian  Islands,  reaching  almost  to  the  Asiatic  coast, 
extend  twelve  hundred  miles  west  of  Alaska,  and  the  guano 
islands  are  scattered  all  over  the  Pacific  and  the  Caribbean 
Sea.''^ 

§  151.  The  Right  to  Annex  Based  on  the  Treaty  and  War- 
Making  Powers. 

As  has  been  incidentally  indicated  in  the  preceding  pages,  the 
Supreme  Court  has  held  that  whether  or  not  the  right  to  admit 
States  into  the  Union  carries  with  it  the  power  to  acquire  new 
territory,  this  power  is  derivable  from  the  authority  of  the  Gen- 
eral Government  to  declare  and  carry  on  war,  and  to  enter  into 
treaties.  This  it  has  repeatedly  declared,  both  in  earlier  cases 
and  in  the  recent  so-called  Insular  Cases. 

In  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter^  Marshall  says,  without, 
apparently,  deeming  an  argument  necessary :  "  The  Constitution 
confers  absolutely  upon  the  government  of  the  Union  the  power 
of  making  war  and  of  making  treaties ;  consequently  that  govern- 
ment possesses  the  power  of  acquiring  territory,  either  by  conquest 
or  treaty.'^  In  Fleming  |v.  Page?*  Taney  says :  "  The  United 
States  .  .  .  may  extend  its  boundaries  by  conquest  or  treaty, 
and  may  demand  the  cession  of  territory  as  the  condition  of 
peace,  in  order  to  indemnify  its  citizens  for  the  injuries  they 
have  suffered,  or  to  reimburse  the  government  for  the  expenses 
of  the  war."  In  Stewart  v.  Kahn,^  the  court  say :  "  The  war 
power  and  the  treaty-making  power  each  carries  with  it  authority 
to  acquire  new  territory."  And  in  United  States  v.  Huckabee^* 
it  is  declared:  "Power  to  acquire  territory  either  by  conquest 
or  treaty  is  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  the  United  States." 

«Sen.  Rpt.  681,  55th  Cong.,  2d  SesB.,  pp.  47,  48. 
«1  Pet  611;  7  L.  ed.  242. 
»9  How.  603;   13  L.  ed.  276. 
»11  Wall.  493;  20  L.  ed.  176. 
31 16  Wall.  414;  21  L.  ed.  457. 
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It  ia  to  be  abdened  tliat  in  nooe  of  tliese  cases  is  tliere  aoj 
argumeat  to  E^how  just  why,  and  in  what  manner,  Lbe  acquiring 
of  the  foreign  territory  is  a  necessary  or  pi\>per  means  by  whkii 
war  may  Le  carried  on,  or  treaties  entered  into.  In  fact  it  will 
be  seen  tliat  the  acquiring  of  foreign  territory  has  been  treated 
as  a  result  incidental  to,  rather  than  as  a  means  for,  the  carrying 
on  of  war  and  the  conducting  of  foreign  relations. 

This  leads  us  to  tho  consideration  of  the  doctrine  which,  con- 
stitutionally speakitig,  appeals  to  the  author  as  the  soundest  mode 
of  sustaining  tlie  power  of  the  United  States  to  acquire  territory, 
as  well  as  the  one  which,  in  application,  affords  the  freest  scope 
for  its  exercise.  According  to  this  doctrine,  the  right  to  acquire 
territory  is  to  be  searched  for  not  as  implied  in  the  power  to 
admit  new  States  into  the  Union,  or  as  dependent  sj^ecifically 
upon  the  war  and  treaty  powers,  bnt  as  derived  from  the  fact 
that  in  all  relations  governed  by  the  principles  of  International 
Law  the  General  Goverimient  may  proi^erly  be  constmed  to  have, 
in  the  absence  of  express  prohibitions,  all  the  powers  possessed 
generally  by  States  of  the  World.  This  doctrine  thus  is  that  the 
control  of  foreign  relations  being  exclusively  vested  in  the  United 
States,  that  government  has  in  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction 
the  same  power  to  annex  foreign  territory  that  is  possessed  by 
other  sovereign  States.  The  argument  in  support  of  this  doc- 
trine has  already  been  given  in  Section  36  of  this  treatise. 

In  one  instance  at  least,  the  United  States  has  acquired  terri- 
tory under  an  authority  which  could  not  be,  and  was  not  alleged 
to  be,  derive<:l  from  the  treaty-making  power  or  from  any  other 
specific  express  power,  but  was  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court  as 
based  upon  the  general  sovereignty  of  the  nation  in  all  that  falls 
within  the  field  sroverned  by  international  law. 

In  1856  Congress,  by  a  statute  \vhich  was  re-enacted  in  the 
Revised  Statutes,  declares  that  whenever  any  citizen  of  the  United 
States  shall  discover  a  deposit  of  guano  on  any  island,  rock,  or 
key  not  within  the  lawful  jurisdiction  of  any  other  government, 
and  shall  take  possession  thereof,  such  island,  rock,  or  key  may, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  President,  '^  be  considered  as  appertaining 


PowEB  OF  United  States  to  Acquibe  Territory.     841 

to  the  United  States."  Furthennore,  the  act  goes  on  to  declare 
all  crimes  committed  on  such  island,  rock,  or  key  to  be  punit^able 
according  to  United  States  law  in  the  federal  courts.  Upon  one 
Jones  being  convicted  of  murder  under  the  provisions  of  this 
statute  he  took  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  upon  the  ground 
that  the  federal  law  and  federal ^court  could  not  take  cognizance 
of  acts  committed  on  the  island  in  question  because  that  island 
was  not  constitutionally  a  part  of  the  United  States.  In  over- 
ruling this  plea  the  Supreme  Court  spoke  as  follows :  "  By  the 
law  of  nations,  reoc^nized  by  all  civilized  States,  dominion  of 
new  territory  may  be  acquired  by  discovery  and  occupation,  as 
well  as  by  cession  or  conquest;  and  when  citizens  or  subjects  of 
one  nation,  in  its  name  and  by  its  authority  or  with  its  assent, 
take  and  hold  actual,  continuous,  and  useful  possession  (although 
only  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  particular  business,  as  catch- 
ing and  curing  fish,  or  working  mines)  of  territory  unoccupied 
by  any  other  government  or  its  citizens,  the  nation  to  which  they 
belong  may  exercise  such  jurisdiction  and  for  such  period  as  it 
sees  fit  over  territory  so  acquired.  This  principle  affords  ample 
warrant  for  the  legislation  of  Congress  concerning  Gnano  Island. 
.  .  .  Who  is  the  sovereign,  de  jure  or  de  facto,  of  a  territory 
is  not  a  judicial,  but  a  political  question,  the  determination  of 
which  by  the  legislative  and  executive  departments  of  any  govern- 
ment conclusively  binds  the  judges,  as  well  as  all  other  officers, 
citizens,  and  subjects  of  that  government  This  principle  has 
always  been  upheld  by  this  court,  and  has  been  affirmed  under 
a  great  variety  of  circumstances."  ^' 

This  case  thus  not  only  practically  upheld  the  right  of  the 
United  States  to  acquire  territory  by  discovery  and  occupation, 
but  applied  the  principle  that  the  United  States  may  exercise  a 
power  not  enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  provided  it  be  an  inter- 
national power  generally  possessed  by  sovereign  States.^ 

«  Jones  V.  United  States,  137  U.  S.  202;  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  80 ;  34  L.  e<f.  691. 

»A  clear  statement  of  the  power  of  the  United  States  to  annex  territory 
because  of  its  national  sovereignty  was  made  by  Senator  Foraker,  in  the 
United  States  Senate  July  1,  1898,  in  a  debate  with  reference  to  the  an- 
nexation of  Hawaii.     Speaking  of   the  original   thirteen  States  before  they 
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§  152.  Power  of  the  Uoited  States  to  Alienate  Territory. 
The  subject  will  be  discussed  in  Chapter  XXXV  of  this  treatise; 

^ ^^^ —     -  — — 

came  into  the  Union,  he  said:  *' Each  one  of  tho«e  sovereign  States  had 
every  power  that  sovereignty  enjoys  ordinarily,  and  among  the  powers  so 
enjoyed  by  each  one  of  the  sovereign  States  was  the  pawer  to  make  trestles 
with  foreign  nations,  and  any  kind  of  a  treaty  it  might  choose  to  nuke, 
because  there  was  no  restriction  unless  by  itself  upon  the  exercise  of  thit 
power.  It  could  make  war;  it  could  make  a  treaty  for  the  acquisition  of 
territory;  it  could  annex  in  any  way  it  saw  fit  to  annex.  But,  Mr.  Presidest, 
no  Senator  will  contend  here  that  any  State  in  this  Union  has  that  pover 
now.  That  power  has  been  lost  to  each  and  every  State  of  the  Union.  As 
the  price  for  coming  into  the  Union,  it  was  required  to  surrender  it  Tht 
CouBtitution  of  the  United  States  prohibits  to  the  States  the  exercise  of  tbe 
treaty-making  power  with  foreign  nations.  It  prohibits  all  kinds  of  trtns- 
actions  on  the  part  of  States  with  foreign  nations.  No  State  could  acqaire 
territory  by  treaty  in  any  other  manner.  Therefore  each  one  of  the  SUtes 
in  the  Union  has  surrendered  that  power  of  sovereignty.  No  one  of  them 
has  it.  Are  we  to  be  told  that  that  inherent  power  of  sovereignty,  which 
every  State  enjoyed  before  it  came  into  the  Union,  has  been  lost  to  the  Stata 
and  has  not  been  given  to  any  other  power?  What  has  become  of  it?  Where 
has  it  gone?  Our  contention  is  that  when  to  the  States  was  denied  this 
power,  which  they  had  a  right  to  exercise  as  a  sovereign  power,  it  wMit  by 
implication  to  the  General  Government  among  the  implied  powers,  and  it 
is  not  any  "  higher  law."  It  seems  to  me  it  is  but  the  necessary  and  legiti- 
mate result  of  a  fair  construction  of  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution." 

This  theory  has  been  declared  by  several  publicists,  and  in   a  number  of 
obiter  dicta,  of   the   Supreme   Court.     Thus  Magoon   in   his   Report   to  the 
War  Department  on  the  "  Legal  Status  of  the  Territory  and  Inhabitants  of 
the  Islands  Acquired  by  the  United  States  During  the  War  with  Spain,"  says: 
"The  United  States  derives  the  right  to  acquire  territory  from  the  fact  that 
it  is  a  nation;  to  speak  more  definitely,  a  sovereign  nation.    Such  a  nation 
ha»  an  inherent  right  to  acquire  territory,  similar  to  the  inherent  right  of 
a  person  to  acquire  property."     So  also  Mr.   Charles  A.  Gardner  declares: 
"  The  nation  needs  no  express  grant  of  jiower  for  any  international  act.  .  .  . 
The  right  to  acquire  territory  irrespective  of  its  situs,  contiguous  or  foreign, 
by   conquest,   treaty,   purchase   or    discovery,   is   an   acknowledged   and  well 
established  attribute  of  sovereignty  and  has  been  exercised  by  sovereigns  from 
the  beginning  of  recorded  history.    No  one  pretends  that  the  right  is  specifi- 
cally enumerated  in  the  Constitution.     Hence  it  remains  an  attribute  of  the 
Sovereign  people,  and  Congress  and  the  President,  the  sole  agents  and  trus- 
tees of  that  sovereignty,  have  exclusive  and  unrestricted  power  to  exercise 
it.     I   advance   the   proposition  with   deference   that   this   right   is   itself  a 
primary  and  substantive  attribute  of  sovereignty,  as  is  the  right  of  national 
existence   or   self-defence;    and  I   shall   regard   it   in   this   discussion   as  the 
primary  and  fundamental  authority  for  territorial  expansion.'*      (Pamphlet 
entitled  "  Our  Right  to  Acquire  and  Hold  Foreign  Territory .»»  Published  1899.) 
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For  an  excellent  argument  for  the  support  of  the  position  here  taken  see 
also  the  prize  essay  of  Mr.  W.  H.  Bikle,  entitled  *'  The  Constitutional  Power 
of  Congi'ess  Over  the  Territory  of  the  United  States,"  and  published  as  a 
supplement  to  the  American  Law  Register  for  August,  1001.  See  also  Butler, 
"  The  Treaty-Making  Power  of  the  United  States."  Butler  declares  his 
opinion  to  be:  ''That  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States,  as 
vested  in  the  Central  Government,  is  derived  not  only  from  the  powers  ex- 
pressly conferred  by  the  Constitution,  but  that  it  is  also  possessed  by  that 
government  as  an  attribute  of  sovereignty,  and  that  it  extends  to  every 
subject  which  can  be  made  the  basis  of  negotiation  and  contract  between 
any  of  the  sovereign  powers  of  the  world,  or  in  regard  to  which  the  several 
States  of  the  Union  themselves  could  have  negotiated  and  contracted  if  the 
Constitution  had  not  expressly  prohibited  the  States  from  exercising  the 
treaty-making  power  in  any  matter  whatever  and  ve?tod  that  power  ex- 
clusively in,  and  expressly  delegated  it  to,  the  Federal  Government." 


CHAPTER  XXIII. 

THE  MODES  IN  WHICH,  AND  PURPOSES  FOR  WHICH,  TERBUOBY 
MAY   BE  ACQUIRED  BY  THE   UXITED  STATES. 

g  153.  Constitutional  Modes  of  Acquiring  Territory. 

Ilaving  shown  the  confititutional  power  of  the  United  States 
to  acquire  territory  whether  by  treaty,  conquest,  or  discovery  and 
occupation,  we  now  approach  the  question  as  to  the  modes  by 
which  this  federal  authority  may  be  exercised. 

A  history  of  the  territorial  expansion  of  the  United  States 
shows  that  territories  have  been  annexed  in  three  different  ways: 
(1)  by  statute,  (2)  by  treaty,  and  (3)  by  joint  resolution. 

The  process  of  extending  American  sovereignty  by  simple 
statute  and  executive  action  authorized  tiiereby  was  illustrated, 
as  we  have  just  seen,  in  the  case  of  the  Guano  Islands.  The 
annexation  of  territory  by  treaty  has  been  the  method  most  usually 
employed.  The  Louisiana  Territory,  Florida,  Alaska,  the  Mexi- 
can cessions,  the  Samoan  Islands,  Porto  Rico,  and  the  Philippines 
were  obtained  in  this  manner.  The  constitutionality  of  this  mode 
of  acquisition  has  already  been  discussed. 

i 
§  154.  Annexation  by  Joint  Resolution. 

In  two  instances,  that  of  Texas  in  184.5,  and  Hawaii  in  1898, 
the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  has  been  extended  over  new 
territorv  bv  means  of  a  Joint  Resolution  of  the  Houses  of  Con- 
gross.  In  the  case  of  Texas  an  attempt  had  been  made  to  annex 
the  State  by  treaty,  but  this  effort,  requiring  a  two-thirds  favor- 
able vote  in  the  Senate,  had  failed.  Thereupon  the  same  end 
was  secured  by  a  Joint  Resolution  which  needed  but  a  simple 
majority  vote  in  each  of  the  two  branches  of  the  national  l^s- 
lature,  with,  of  course,  the  approval  of  the  President.  This  reso- 
lution provided  that  **  Congress  doth  consent  that  the  territory 
properly  included  within  and  rightfully  belonging  to  the  Republic 
of  Texas  may  be  erected  into  a  new  State  to  be  called  the  State 
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of  Texas  with  a  republican  form  of  govemmsit  to  be  adopted  by 
the  people  of  said  republic^  by  deputies  in  convention  assembled, 
with  the  consent  of  the  existing  govermnent,  in  order  that  the 
same  may  be  admitted  as  one  of  the  States  of  the  Union."  Upon 
Texas  taking  the  action  called  for  by  this  clause.  Congress  later 
bv  Joint  Resolution  declared  Texas  one  of  the  States  of  the  Ameri- 
can  Union, 

The  peculiarity  of  the  annexation  of  this  State  was  not  simply 
that  it  came  under  American  sovereignty  by  Joint  Resolution 
but  that  it  became  at  once  one  of  the  States  of  the  Unioi^  and 
thus  never  had  the  transitional  territorial  status.  This  fact, 
indeed,  gave  additional  constitutional  support  to  the  action  of 
Congress  in  the  matter,  for  to  that  body  is  given  by  the  Constitu- 
tion the  right  to  admit  new  States  into  the  Union,  and,  therefore, 
its  admission  of  Texas  to  fellowship  with  other  American  com- 
monwealths might  easily  be  construed  as  a  legitimate  exercise  of 
that  power. 

The  acquisition  of  the  Hawniian  Islands  was  another  instance 
of  the  extension  of  the  United  States  sovereignty  by  a  simple 
Joint  Resolution  of  the  two  branches  of  Congress.  In  this  case, 
however,  the  islands  were  not,  as  was  Texas,  admitted  as  a  State 
or  States  of  the  Union,  but  were  simply  annexed  as  a  territory. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  annexation  of  Hawaii,  by  a  simple 
legislative  act,  was  strenuously  contested  at  the  time  both  in  Con- 
gress and  by  the  press.  The  right  to  annex  by  treaty  was  not 
denied,  but  it  was  denied  that  this  might  be  done  by  ^  simple 
legislative  act.  The  incorporation  of  one  sovereign  State,  such  as 
was  Hawaii  prior  to  annexation,  in  the  territory  of  another,  is, 
it  was  argued,  essentially  a  matter  falling  within  the  domain  of 
international  relations,  and,  therefore,  beyond  the  reach  of  legis- 
lative acts.  Only  by  means  of  treaties,  it  was  asserted,  can  the 
relations  between  States  be  governed,  for  a  legislative  act  is  neces- 
sarily without  extraterritorial  force  —  confined  in  its  operation 
.  to  the  territory  of  the  State  Dy  whose  legislature  it  is  enacted.  To 
*  meet  this  point  Senator  Foraker  argued  that  though  a  treaty 
may  be  the  proper  mode  for  annexing  a  portion  of  the  territory 
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of  another  State,  it  is  inappropriate  when  an  entire  State  is 
annexed  by  another.  "  I  agree,"  he  said,  "  with  Senators  on  the 
other  side  that  a  treaty  is  a  contract  —  that  has  been  your  ccm- 
tention  throughout  —  until  the  treaty  has  been  signed  on  both 
sides.  The  very  minute  that  is  done  one  of  the  parties  is  gone, 
and  there  is  no  continuing  contract.  Therefore  it  is  simply  a 
cession  on  their  part  and  an  acceptance  on  ours,  and  it  might  be 
done  just  as  well  by  legislation  as  otherwise." 

In  the  report  made  March  16,  1898,  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Foreign  Relations^  in  favor  of  the  Joint  Resolution  of  Annexa- 
tion, the  annexation  of  Texas  was  cited  as  a  precedent  and  in 
addition  the  assertion  made  that  for  annexation  the  consent  ot 
the  government  of  the  annexed  territory  is  needed  but  not^  neces- 
sarily, that  of  its  populace.^ 

1  Senate  Report  681,  6dth  Cong.,  2d  Sess. 

s  "  This  Joint  Resolution  [annexing  Texas]/'  the  Committee  declare  "  clearly 
establishes  the  precedent  that  Congress  has  the  power  to  annex  a  foreign 
State  to  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  either  by  assenting  to  a  treaty 
of  annexation  or  by  agreeing  to  articles  of  annexation  or  by  act  of  Congress 
based  upon  the  consent  of  such  foreign  government  obtained  in  any  au- 
thentic way.  No  exercise  of  power  could  be  more  supreme  than  that  under 
which  Texas  was  annexed  to  the  United  States,  either  as  to  its  scope  or 
the  manner  of  the  annexation  or  the  choice  of  conditions  upon  which  Congress 
would  merge  the  sovereignty  of  an  independent  republic  into  the  supremacy 
of  the  United  States.  The  act  also  establishes  the  fact  that  a  treaty  with 
a  foreign  State  which  declares  the  consent  of  such  State  to  be  annexed  tc 
the  United  States,  although  it  is  rejected  by  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
is  a  sufficient  expression  and  authentication  of  the  consent  of  such  foreign 
State  to  authorize  Congress  to  enact  a  law  providing  for  annexation,  which, 
when  complied  with,  is  effectual  without  further  legislation,  to  merge  the 
sovereignty  of  such  independent  State  into  a  new  and  different  relation  to 
the  United  States  and  to^ward  its  own  people.  It  further  establishes  the 
fact  tliat  Congress,  in  legislating  upon  the  question  of  the  annexation  of  a 
foreign  State,  rightfully  acts  upon  the  consent  of  such  State,  as  the  sovereign 
representative  of  its  people,  and  that  the  power  of  Congress  to  complete 
the  annexation  of  such  foreign  State  depends  alone  upon  the  sovereign  will  and 
consent  of  such  State,  given  and  expressed  through  its  organized  tribunals. 
It  further  establishes  the  fact  that  Congress  cannot  acquire  the  right  or 
jurisdiction  to  annex  a  foreign  and  indep^dent  State  through  a  vote  of  a 
majority  of  its  people,  in  opposition  to  the  will  of  its  constituted  au- 
thorities. It  is  the  constitutional  power  of  Congress  that  operates  to  annex 
foreign  territory.     Such  a  proceeding  on  the  part  of  Congress  as  the  sub- 
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The  assertions  here  made  by  the  Committee  that  the  annexation 
of  Texas  constituted  a  precedent  for  annexation  by  legislative  act, 

« 

the  consent  of  the  constituted  governmental  authorities  of  the 
annexed  territory  being  obtained,  is  open  to  question.  For  it 
it  will  be  remembered  that  Texas  was  admitted  directly  into  the 
Union  as  a  State,  and,  therefore,  its  admission  could  be  upheld 
as  an  exercise  of  the  power  given  to  Congress  and  the  President 
to  admit  new  States  into  the  Union. 

§  155.  Consent  of  Inhabitants  of  Annexed  Territory  not  Re- 
quired. 

As  to  the  question  whether  it  be  necessary  to  obtain  the  con- 
sent of  the  inhabitants  of  the  territories  to  be  annexed,  it  may 
be  said  that  this  is,  or  may  be,  a  matter  of  justice  and  political 
expediency  but  not  of  legal  necessity.  The  act  of  annexation 
being,  ex  hypothesis  legislative,  its  legal  force  is  derived  from 
the  body  which  enacts  it,  and  it  would  be  an  error  to  hold  its  legal 
force  necessarily  dependent  upon  a  consent  obtained  from  some 
other  sourca  There  would,  of  course,  be  no  legal  objection  to 
Congress  providing,  should  it  see  fit,  that  the  going  into  effect  ot* 
an  act  of  annexation  should  be  dependent  upon  its  approval  by 
the  inhabitants  of  the  territory  to  be  annexed,  just  as  in  its 
"enabling  acts"  for  the  admission  of  Territories  as  States,  or 
in  many  of  its  acts  with  reference  to  the  Indians,  it  provides  that 
the  consent  of  those  directly  concerned  shall  be  obtained.  But 
this  is  not  a  matter  of  legal  necessity.  It  is  not  a  division  or  a 
delegation  of  legislative  power,  either  of  which  would  be  neces- 
sarily unconstitutionaL 

miBsion  of  the  question  to  yote  of  the  people  of  such  a  State  would  only 
create  disorder  and  revolution  in  a  foreign  State  applying  through  its  con- 
stituted authorities  for  admission  into  thfe  United  States.  This  important, 
clear,  and  far-reaching  precedent  established  in  the  annexation  of  the 
Republic  of  Texas  is  a  sufficient  guide  lor  the  action  of  Congress  in  the 
passage  of  the  Joint  Resolution  herewith  reported.  If,  in  the  judgment  of 
Congress,  such  a  measure  is  supported  by  a  safe  and  wise  policy,  or  is  baaed 
upon  a  national  duty  that  we  owe  to  the  people  of  Hawaii,  or  is  necessary 
for  our  national  development  and  security,  that  is  enough  to  justify  annexa- 
tion, with  the  consent  of  the  recognized  government  of  the  country  to  be 
annexed.'' 
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Nor  is  there  any  principle  of  poblie  law,  or  general  precedent 
from  our  own  practice  that  requires  the  eonsent  of  the  population 
of  an  annexed  territory  to  be  obtained.  la  Done  of  tke  instaaees, 
except  that  of  Texas,  has  the  United  Slates  deemed  this  eonsent 
necessary.^ 

As  we  shall  later  see,  it  is  quite  usual  to  provide  in  treaties  of 
annexation  tliat  the  people  of  the  territories  transferred  shall  have 
an  election  whether  they  shall  become  citizens  of  the  annexing 
State  or  retain  their  old  national  status.  But  this,  of  course,  is 
a  question  quite  distinct  from  the  transfer  of  the  sovereignty  over 
the  territory  in  question. 

Though  it  thus  appears  that  territory  may  be  annexed  with* 
out  the  consent  of  the  people,  it  has  not  yet  been  shown  that, 
in  fact,  a  legislative  act  is  constitutionally  adequate  for  the 
purpose.  It  has  been  shown  that  the  admission  of  Texas 
by  a  Joint  Ivesolution  of  Congress  directly  into  the  Unicm  as  a 
State  could  be  justified  as  an  exercise  of  the  power  given  to 
Congress  by  the  Constitution  to  admit  new  States  into  the  Union, 
and  did  not,  therefore,  establish  a  precedent  for  the  annexation 
of  Hawaii.  To  the  author's  mind  the  annexation  of  Hawaii  by 
legislative  act,  was  constitutionally  justified  upon  the  same  ground 
that  the  extension  of  American  sovereignty  by  statute  over  the 
Guano  Islands  was  justified;  namely,  as  an  exercise  of  a  right 
springing  from  the  fact  that,  in  the  absence  of  express  constitu- 
tional prohibition,  the  United  States  as  a  sovereign  nation  has  all 
the  power  that  any  sovereign  nation  is  recognized  by  international 
law  and  practice  to  have  with  reference  to  such  political  questions 
as  the  annexation  of  territory. 

In  addition  to  this  source  of  authority,  it  would  also  be  quite 
reasonable  to  argue  that  the  annexation  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands 

8  Hawaii  was  aTinexed  at  tho  request  of  the  Hawaiian  GoverTiment  but  it 
cnr.not  be  said  that  the  United  States  made  a  favoring  popular  vote  & 
condition  precedent  to  annexation.  Upon  the  general  international  practice, 
see  Snli^re,  he  pUhiscite  dann  Vannrration.  1901.  Hall,  International  Law, 
4th  ed.,  p.  49,  savs:  "The  principle  that  the  wishes  of  a  population  are 
to  be  consulted  when  the  territory  they  inhabit  is  ceded  has  not  been  adopted 
in  international  law,  and  cannot  be  adopted  into  it -until  title  by  conquest 
has  dispppeared."    Cf.  Moore,  Digest  of  Int.  Lair,  §  83. 
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bj  act  of  Congress  was  a  ^'  necessary  and  proper  "  measure  for 
the  military  defense  of  the  nation,  and  for  the  protection  and 
increase  of  our  foreign  commerce;  for  there  can  be  no  question 
but  that  a  conceived  military  and  commercial  need  was  one  of 
the  strongest  of  the  motives  that  operated  to  bring  about  the 
anne:s:ation.^ 

The  question  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  annexatioii  of 
Texas  or  of  Hawaii  has  never  been  directly  raised  and  passed 
upon  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  In  fact,  how- 
ever, the  court  has  of  course  impliedly  recognized  the  validity  of 
the  annexation  both  of  Texas  and  Hawaii  in  every  case  in  which 
it  has  enforced  the  laws  of,  or  federal  laws  relating  to,  these  terri- 
tories. That  the  point  has  not  been  directly  raised  is  due  to  the 
principle  uniformly  declared  by  the  court,  when  the  point  has, 
in  other  instances,  been  raised,  that  the  territorial  limits  of  sov- 
ereignty is  a  question  the  decision  of  which  by  the  political 
branches  of  the  government  is  absolutely  binding  upon  its 
judiciary. 

*The  Committee  (Senate  Report  681,  55th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.)  in  its  report 
favoring  annexation  of  Hawaii,  say:  "As  the  place  —  the  only  one  —  in  the 
North  Pacific  Ocean  for  the  concentration  of  cable  lines;  for  obtaining  coal, 
water,  or  provisions  for  ships;  for  the  repair  of  vessels;  or  for  the  storage 
of  goods  in  bond,  or  otherwise,  from  all  countries  for  the  purposes  of  trade 
around  the  whole  circuit  of  the  coasts  of  the  Pacific  Ocean;  and  with  its 
numerous  islands,  the  Hawaiian  Islands  are  the  central  point  of  distribution 
which  can  have  no  possible  competitor.  This  enormous  advantage  to  our 
trade  in  the  isLands  and  across  the  Pacific  Ocean  must  be  felt  by  every  in- 
dustry in  the  Unitod  States.  Their  separation  by  a  distance  of  2,000  miles 
from  all  other  lands,  and  their  central  location  as  to  every  point  on  the 
great  arc  of  the  circle  that  extends  from  the  Mexican  border  almost  to  the 
coast  of  Siberia,  the  Pacific  frontier  of  Alaska,  Washington,  Oregon,  and 
California,  makes  the  Hawaiian  Islands  the  most  important  point  in  the 
seas  of  the  Western  Hemisphere  for  the  fostering  and  protection  of  our 
coastwise  and  foreign  conunerce.  As  ships  of  war  are  the  necessary  com- 
plement of  ships  of  commerce,  these  great  advantages  belonging  to  the 
geographical  location  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  are  equally  indispensable  to 
our  Navy,  as  the  protector  of  our  commerce,  coming  from  both  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Oceans.  On  the  commercial  and  military  views  of  these  questions 
the  opinions  of  merchants  and  navigators,  and  of  our  naval  officers,  as  to 
We  developments  and  necessities  of  the  future  —  as  yet  unknown  —  are  our 
most  intelligent  and  safest  guides.  The  Committee  can  appeal  to  these  sources 
of  information  and  safe  forecast  with  the  confidence  that  comes  from  their 
almost  unanimous  agreement." 
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With  reference  to  the  annexation  of  the  Philippine  Islands, 
the  point  was  raised  by  certain  ^'Anti-Imperialists "  that  the 
United  States  did  not  get  a  valid  title  for  the  reason  that  Spain 
had  never  reduced  some  of  them  to  possession;  and  that,  as  to 
others,  at  the  time  of  transfer  neither  she  nor  the  United  States 
was  in  effective  occupation.  This,  however,  is  not  a  question  of 
constitutional,  but  of  international  law  —  one,  that  is,  tliat  a 
foreign  power  might  possibly  raise,  but  which  oould  not  be  con- 
sidered in  our  courts. 


CHAPTER  XXIV. 

THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  SOURCES  OF  THE  POWER  OF  CONGRESS  TO 

GOVERN  THE  TERRITORIES. 

§  156.  Power  to  Govern  Territories  not  Questioned. 

There  has  never  been  any  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  United 
States  to  govern  the  territories  .possessed  or  acquired  by  it  and 
not  included  within  the  limits  of  any  of  the  individual  States. 
The  only  question  has  been  as  to  the  source  and  extent  of  this 
power.  This  federal  authority  to  govern  has  been  derived  from 
three  sources:  (1)  The  express  power  given  to  Congress  "  to  dis- 
pose of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  r^ulations  respecting  the 
territory  or  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States;" 
(2)  The  implied  power  to  govern  derived  from  the  right  to 
acquire  territory;  and  (3)  The  power  implied  from  the  fact  that 
the  States  admittedly  not  having  the  power,  and  the  power  having 
to  exist  somewhere,  it  must  rest  in  the  Federal  Government. 

All  three  of  these  sources  of  authority  have  been,  at  different 
times,  recognized  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

The  earliest  case  is  that  of  Sere  v.  Pitot,^  decided  in  1810,  with 
reference  to  the  Territory  of  Orleans.  In  his  opinion  Marshall 
says :  "  The  power  of  governing  and  legislating  for  a  territory  is 
the  inevitable  consequence  of  the  right  to  acquire  and  hold  prop- 
erty. Could  this  position  be  contested,  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  declares  that  '  Congress  shall  have  the  power  to 
dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting 
^the  territory  and  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States.' 
Accordingly,  we  find  Congress  possessing  and  exercising  the  abso- 
lute and  undisputed  power  of  governing  and  legislating  for  the 
Territory  of  Orleans.  Congress  has  given  them  a  legislature,  an 
executive,  and  a  judiciary,  with  such  powers  as  it  has  been  their 
will  to  assign  to  those  departments  respectively." 

16  Cr.  332;  3  L.  ed.  240. 
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From  this  it  will  be  seen  that  both  the  first  and  second  sources 
of  authority  mentioned  above  are  relied  upon.  Marshall  himself 
is  j)lainly  of  the  opinion  that  the  power  to  govern  is  a  necessary 
incident  to  the  j>ower  to  acquire,  but  indicates  that  this  view  maj 
possibly  l)e  contested. 

In  American  Insurance  Ca  v.  Canter,*  decided  in  1828,  with 
reference  to  the  government  of  Florida,  Marshall  uses  the  follow- 
ing language:  *'  In  the  meantime  [until  it  is  admitted  as  a  State] 
Floritla  continues  to  be  a  Territory  of  the  United  States;  gov- 
erneil  hy  virtue  of  that  clause  which  empowers  Congress  *  to  make 
all  nee^lful  rules  and  regulations,  respecting  the  territory,  or  other 
proi)erty  belonging  to  the  United  States.'  "  He  adds,  howerer: 
*^  Perhai)s  the  power  of  governing  a  territory  belonging  to  4e 
United  States  which  has  not,  by  becoming  a  State,  acquired  the 
means  of  sclf-jirovernment,  mav  result  necessarilv  from  the  farts 
that  it  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  particular  State,  and 
is  within  the  power  and  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  The 
right  to  govern  may  be  the  inevitable  consequence  of  the  right  to 
acquire  territory.  Whichever  may  be  the  source  whence  the  power 
Is  derived,  the  possession  of  it  is  unquestioned." 

Here,  then,  all  three  of  the  possible  sources  of  the  authority  of 
Congrci^s  to  govern  acquire<l  territory  are  referred  to,  though  the 
two  latter  are  only  suggested  as  possible  sources. 

In  United  States  v.  Gratiot,'  decided  in  1840,  it  is  declared: 
"  The  tenii  territory  as  here  used  [Art  IV,  Section  III]  is 
merely  descriptive  of  one  kind  of  property;  and  is  equivalent  to 
the  word  lanrls.  And  Congress  has  the  same  power  over  it  as 
over  any  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States;  and  this 
power  is  vested  in  Congress  without  limitation;  and  has  been  con- 
sidered the  foundation  upon  which  the  territorial  governments 
rest." 

In  Cross  V.  Harrison,*  decided  in  1853,  with  reference  to  terri- 
tory acquired  from  ^Mexico,  the  court  say:  "  The  territory  had 
been  ceded  as  a  conquest,  and  was  to  be  preserved  and  governed 

»1  Pet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242. 
•14  Pet.  526;   10  L.  ed.  573. 
<16  How.   164;   14  L.  ed.  889. 
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as  such  until  tke  sovereignty  to  whicb  it  had  paased  had  l^slated 
for  it.  That  sovereignty  was  the  United  States,  under  the  Con- 
stitutioQ,  by  wliich  power  had  been  given  to  Congress  to  dispose 
of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  territory 
and  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States/' 

In  United  States  v.  Guthrie,*  decided  in  1854,  Justice  McLean 
in  a  dissenting  opinion  declared :  "  The  power  under  which  the 
territorial  governments  are  organized  is  a  matter  of  some  con- 
troversy. ...  It  seems  to  me  that  the  power  to  govern  a 
territory  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  power  given  *  to  make 
all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory  or  other 
property  belonging  to  the  United  States.'  No  one  doubts  the 
power  of  Congress  to  sell  the  public  lands  beyond  the  limits  of 
any  State;  and  this  renders  necessary  the  organization  of  a  gov- 
ernment for  the  protection  of  the  persons  and  property  of  the 
purchasers.  This  is  an  implied  power,  but  it  necessarily  results 
from  the  power  to  sell  the  public  lands."  * 

§  117.  Doctrines  of  the  Dred  Scott  Case. 

TMs  review  of  decisions  brings  us  chronologically  to  the  Dred 
Seott  case.  Up  to  this  time,  it  must  be  observed,  that  the  chief 
reliance  for  the  power  to  govern  the  territories  had  been  the  grant 
of  authority  contained  in  Article  IV,  Section  III.  It  is  further 
to  be  observed  that  recourse  to  this  source  of  authority  is  subject 
to  the  possible  limitation  that  it  applies  only  to  territories  pos- 
sessed by  the  United  States  at  the  time  the  Constitution  was 
adq[>ted,  and,  therefore,  that  it  cannot  be  appealed  to  for  authority 
to  govern  areas  acquired  since  that  time;  also  that,  over  such 
territories  as  it  is  applicable  to,  it  does  not  grant  to  the  Govern- 
ment general  governing  powers,  but  only  such  as  are  necessary  and 
proper  for  disposing  of  and  regulating  the  public  lands  as  prop- 

5  17  How.  284;  15  L.  ed.  102. 

«It  is  worthy  ©f  note,  that,  though  McLean  relies  upon  an  express  grant 
oi  pofv^er  ghneit  Congress  is  Article  IV»  Section  III,  he  construes  this  to  be 
not  ft  direct  grant  of  governing  power,  but  of  a  power  to  dispose  of  lands 
which  carries  with  it  the  implied  power  to  govern. 
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erty,  and  preparing  them  and  their  inhabitants  for  admission  to 
the  Union  as  States. 

This  was  the  position  assumed  by  the  majority  of  the  court  in 
the  great  case  of  Scott  v.  Sandford/  decided  in  1857, 

This  case  we  have  already  discussed  with  reference  to  its  bear- 
ing upon  citizenship  in  the  United  States.  We  have  now  to  ex- 
amine it  in  its  bearing  upon  the  status  of  territories. 

This  suit,  it  will  be  remembered,  was  one  brought  by  Dred  Scott, 
a  negro,  who  had  been  owned  and  held  as  a  slave  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  had  been  carried  by  his  master  first  to  the  State  of 
Illinois,  where  slavery  did  not  exist,  where  he  remained  for  two 
years ;  then  to  the  Territory  then  kjiown  as  Upper  Louisiana,  from 
which  slavery  had  been  excluded  4)y  the  Missouri  Compromise 
Act  of  1820;  and  finally  brought  back  to  Missouri.  Scott  allied 
that  by  being  carried  by  his  master  voluntarily  into  the  free  State 
of  Illinois  and  the  free  Territory  he  became  a  free  mam  He 
thereupon  brought  suit  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  trespass 
against  his  master  for  restraining  his  liberty.  The  suit  was 
brought  in  a  federal  court,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  court 
being  based  upon  a  diversity  of  citizenship,  Scott  claiming  to  be 
a  citizen  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  Sandford,  the  defendant, 
being  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  New  York.  The  plea  in  abatement 
that  Scott  was  not  a  citizen  of  a  State  within  the  constitutional 
sense,  has  already  been  considered  in  Chapter  XVII. 

A  plea  in  bar  was  filed  which  set  up  that  Scott  was  still  a 
slave,  and  that,  therefore,  no  legal  injury  had  been  done  him  by 
the  defendant ;  that  when  he  was  taken  into  Illinois  as  a  slave  and 
held  there  as  such,  and  brought  back  by  his  master  tb  Missouri, 
his  status  as  fixed  by  the  laws  of  Missouri  was  not  changed ;  and 
that,  as  for  his  being  carried  into  the  free  Territory  of  Upper 
Louisiana,  Congress  had  had  no  constitutional  power  to  exclude 
slavery  therefrom,  as  it  had  attempted  to  do  by  the  Act  of  1820. 
It  was  in  passing  upon  this  last  point  that  the  court  found  it 
necessary  to  examine  as  to  the  constitutional  power  of  the  United 
States  to  acquire  foreign  territory  and  to  govern  it  when  acquired^ 

7  19  How.  303;  15  L.  ed.  691. 
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The  case  was  first  argued  in  1856  and  at  that  time  the  majority 
of  the  court  were  of  the  opinion  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to 
consider  the  question  whether  or  not  Scott  was  a  citizen,  but 
that  the  case  could  be  decided  upon  its  merits,  namely,  that  Scott, 
being  originally  <a  slave,  his  being  carried  into  Illinois  and  Upper 
Louisiana  did  not  affect  his  status  after  his  return  to  Missouri; 
that,  in  other  words,  the  law  of  Missouri  as  determined  by  the 
highest  courts  of  that  State  should  govern  the  Supreme  Court  in 
its  disposition  of  the  case.  This  decision,  it  will  be  observed,  made 
it  unnecessary  for  the  court  to  pass  upon  either  the  question  as  to 
whether  a  free  negro  could  become  a  citizen  of  a  State  in  the  con- 
stitutional sense  of  the  term,  or  the  question  as  to  the  power  of 
Congress  to  prohibit  slavery  in  the  Territories.  To  Justice  Nelson 
was  assigned  the  preparatioi;i,  upon  this  basis,  of  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  and  the  individual  opinion  which  he  finally  read  was  the 
one  prepared  for  this  purpose.  In  this  opinion  he  said :  "  In 
the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
pasd  upon  this  question  [of  citizenship],  and  we  shall  therefore 
pass  at  once  to  an  examination  of  the  case  on  its  merits."  Justice 
Nelson  does  later  say,  however :  "  It  is  perhaps  no<t  unfit  to 
notice  in  this  connection  that  many  of  the  most  eminent  states- 
men and  jurists  of  the  country  entertain  the  opinion  that  this 
provision  of  the  Act  of  Congress  [of  1820],  even  within  the  Terri- 
tory to  which  it  relates,  was  not  authorized  by  any  power  under 
the  Constitution,"  But  he  goes  on  to  say  thait  whether  it  was 
valid  or  not,  the  act  could  have  no  operation  or  effect  within  the 
limits  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  could  not,  therefore,  affect; 
the  status  of  the  plaintiff  after  his  return  thither. 

A  second  argument  of  the  case  having  been  asked  for  and  had, 
five  justices  agreed  that  the  plea  in  abatement  was  not  properly 
before  the  court  and  that,  therefore,  the  case  would  have  to  be 
decided  upon  the  merits. 

With  the  judgment  of  the  court  as  to  the  effect  of  the  laws  of 
Congress  governing  the  Territory  of  Upper  Louisiana  and  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  upon  the  status  of  Scott  after  his  return  to 
Missouri  we  are  not  here  concerned.     That  which  does  concern 
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us  is  that  six  of  the  nine  justices  h(dd  that  the  power  at  Congiess 
ov^  the  Territories  was  of  such  a  limited  character  as  to  resd^ 
unconstitutional  an  attempt  to  exclude  slavery  from  them. 

The  Chief  Justice,  who  was  among  those  who  took  ikns  .position, 
argued  as  follows :  '^  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  has  laid  mndi 
stress  upon  that  article  in  the  Constitution  which  confers  on  C<Hb 
gress  the  power  '  to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rides  and 
regulatioiis  respecting  the  territory  or  other  property  belonging 
to  the  United  States/  but  in  the  judgment  of  the  coiurt,  that  pnh 
vision  has  no  bearing  on  the  present  controversy,  and  the  power 
there  given,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  confined,  and  was  intended  to 
be  confined,  to  tKe  territory  which  at  that  time  belonged  to,  or  was 
claimed  by,  the  United  States,  and  was  within  their  boundaries 
as  settled  by  the  Treaty  with  Great  Britain,  and  can  have  no  in- 
fluence upon  a  territory  afterwards  acquired  from  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment. It  was  a  special  provision  for  a  known  and  particidar 
Territory,  and  to  meet  a  present  emergency,  and  nothing  more. 
A  brief  smninary  of  the  history  of  the  times,  as  weU  as  the  care- 
ful and  measured  terms  in  which  the  article  is  framed,  will  show 
the  correctness  of  this  proposition."  ® 

•  After  rrviewtng  t)i«  ctrmmstanceB  leadti^^  vp  to  tlie  cesuoo  by  the  ia* 

^iridiukl  States  to  the  Confederacy  of  th«ir  elaima  to  weatem  lands,  and 
after  adverting  to  the  fact  that  the  Confederacy  had  no  ronstitutional  power 
to  accept  the  giant  or  to  enact  the  Northwest  Ordinance  of  1787  for  its 
fPfeiMnent,  he  snjs:  *  This  was  the  state  of  thtogt  wbeA  the  ConstUutioa 
«f  tiie  Umited  States  wa^  formed.  Tlie  territory  ceded  by  Virginia  belonged 
to  the  several  confederated  States  as  common  property,  and  they  had  united 
hi  establishing  in  it  a  system  of  government  and  jurisprudence,  in  order  to 
prrpare  »t  for  admission  as  States,  aceordrng  to  the  terms  of  the  cession. 
They  were  about  to  dissolw  this  federative  Union,  and  to  surrender  a  portion 
of  their  independent  sovereignty  to  a  new  government,  which,  for  certain  pur- 
poses, would  make  the  people  of  the  several  States  one  people,  and  which 
was  to  he  snprerBe  and  emitrolHng  within  it«  sphere  nf  action  throaghont 
the  United  States;  but  this  govemment  was  to  be  earefnlly  linaited  in  its 
powers,  and  to  exercise  no  authority  beyond  those  expressly  granted  by  the 
Constitution,  or  necessarily  to  be  implied  from  the  language  of  the  instru- 
mmfiy  and  the  objects  it  was  hitewied  to  aeeomplish;  and  as  this  league  of 
fitattes  wonM,  upon  the  adoption  of  the  new  grwemnKmt,  cease  to  ha^e  any 
power  over  the  territory,  and  the  ordinance  they  had  agreed  upon  be  inc^;)able 
of  execution,  and  a  mere  nullity,  it  was  obvious  that  some  provision  was 
to  gfve  the  new  gorernment  strfRcient  power  to  enable  it  to  carry 
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It  has  (dten  been  stated  that  in  this  case  Chief  Justice  Taney 
and  all  those  Justices  who  ag^reed  with  him^  held  that  the  United 
States  might  increase  its  territory  only  by  the  admiaaion  of  new 
States.  This  is  not  quite  carreet  These  justices  did,  indeed,  hoid 
that  foreign  territory  might  be  acquired  <mly  for  the  purpose  of 
admitting  new  States ;  but  its  anne:>Lation  of  areas  with  this  ^mT 
in  view  they  agi-eed  might  be  effected  by  an  exercise  of  the  treaty 

into  effect  the  objects  f«r  wiiich  it  was  ceded,  and  the  compacts  and  agree- 
neiits  which  the  States  had  made  each  other  in  the  exercise  of  their  povmr 
of  sovereignty.  It  was  necessary  that  the  lands  should  he  sold  to  pay  the 
war  deht;  that  a  government  and  system  of  jurisprudence  should  he  main- 
tained in  it;  to  protect  the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  who  would  migrate 
to  the  Territory-,  in  their  rights  of  person  and  of  property.  It  waa  also 
necessary  that  the  new  government,  ahout  to  he  adopted,  should  be  author- 
ized to  maintain  the  claim  of  the  United  States  to  the  unappropriated  lands 
in  North  Carolina  and  Georgia,  which  had  not  then  fceen  ceded,  but  the 
cession  of  which  was  confidently  anticipated  vpon  some  terms  that  would  be 
arranged  between  the  General  Government  and  these  two  States.  And, 
moreover,  there  were  many  articles  of  value  besides  this  property  in  land, 
anch  as  arms,  military  stores,  nranitiona,  and  ships  of  war,  which  were  the 
common  property  of  the  Statea  when  acting  in  their  indepen4lent  characters 
as  confederates,  wliich  neither  the  new  government  nor  any  one  else  wtfuld 
have  a  right  to  take  possession  of,  or  control,  without  authority  from  them; 
and  it  was  to  place  these  things  under  the  guardianship  and  protection  of 
the  new  government,  and  to  clothe  it  with  the  necessary  powers,  that  the 
clause  was  inserted  in  the  Constitution  which  gives  Congress  tlie  power  'to 
dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory 
or  other  property  belonging  to  the  United  States.'  It  was  intended  for  a 
specific  purpose,  to  provide  for  the  things  we  have  mentioned.  It  was  to 
transfer  to  the  new  government  the  property  then  held  in  common  by  the 
States,  and  to  give  to  that  government  power  to  apply  it  to  the  objects  for 
which  it  had  been  destined  by  mutual  agreement  among  the  States  before 
their  league  was  dissolved.  It  applied  only  to  the  property  which  the  States 
held  in  eonunon  at  that  time,  and  has  no  reference  whatever  to  any  tsTztory 
or  other  property  which  the  new  sovereignty  might  afterwards  itself  acquire. 
The  language  used  in  the  clause,  the  arrangement  and  combination  of  the 
powers,  and  the  somewhat  unusual  phraseology  it  uses,  when  it  speaks  of 
the  political  power  to  be  exercised  in  the  government  of  the  Territory,  all 
indicate  the  design  and  meaning  of  the  clause  to  be  STich  as  we  have  omb- 
tioned.  It  does  not  speak  of  any  Territory,  nor  of  Territories,  but  uses 
langiiage  which,  according  to  its  legitimate  meaning,  points  to  a  partienlcr 
thimg.  The  power  is  given  in  relation  only  to  the  territory  of  the  United 
States  —  that  is,  to  a  Territory  then  in  existence,  and  thf*n  known  or  daimed 
as  the  territory  of  the  United  States.  It  begins  its  enuneration  of  povers 
by  that  of  disposing  in  other  words,  making  sale  of  lands,  or  raising 
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making   or   other   powers.      Upon    this   point   Taney   declared: 
"  There  is  certainly  no  power  given  by  the  Constitution  to  the 
Federal  Government  to  establish  or  maintain  colonies  bordering 
on  the  United  States  or  at  a  distance,  to  be  ruled  and  governed 
at  its  own  pleasure;  nor  to  enlarge  its  territorial  limits  in  any 
way,  except  by  the  admission  of  new  States.     That  power  is 
plainly  given ;  and  if  a  new  State  is  admitted,  it  needs  no  further 
legislation  by  Congress,  because  the  Constitution   itself  defines 
the  relative  rights  and  powers  and  duties  of  the  State,  and  the 
citizens  of  the  State,   and   the   Federal   Government.      But  no 
power  is  given  to  acquire  a  Territory  to  be  held  and  governed  pe^ 
manently  in  that  character.     .     .     .     The  power  to  expand  the 
territory  of  the  United  States  by  the  admission  of  new  States  is 
plainly  given;  and  in  the  construction  of  this  power  by  all  the 
departments  of  the  government,  it  has  been  held  to  authorize  the 
acquisition  of  territory  not  fit  for  admission  at  the  time,  but  to 
be    admitted  as  soon  as  its  population  and  situation  would  entitle 
it  to  admission.    It  is  acquired  to  become  a  State,  and  not  to  be 
held  as  a  colony  and  governed  by  Congress  with  absolute  author- 
ity; and  as  the  propriety  of  admitting  a  new  State  is  committed 
to  the  sound  discretion  of  Congress  the  power  to  acquire  territory 
for  that  purpose,  to  be  held  by  the  United  States  until  it  is  in  a 
suitable  condition  to  become  a  State  upon  an  equal  footing  with 
the  other  States,  must  rest  upon  the  same  discretion.     It  is  a 
question  for  the  political  dej)artnicnt  of  the  government,  and  not 

from  them,  whicii,  as  we  have  already  said,  was  the  main  object  of  the 
cession,  and  which  is  accordingly  the  first  thing  provided  for  in  the  article. 
It  then  gives  the  power  which  was  necessarily  associated  with  the  disposition 
and  sale  of  the  lands  —  that  is,  the  power  of  making  needful  rules  and 
regulations  respecting  the  Territory.  And  whatsoever  construction  may  now 
be  given  to  these  words,  every  one,  we  think,  must  admit  that  they  are  not 
the  words  usually  employed  by  statesmen  in  giving  supreme  power  of  legis- 
lation. They  are  certainly  very  unlike  the  words  used  in  the  power  granted 
to  legislate  over  territory  which  the  new  government  might  afterwards  itself 
obtain  by  cession  from  a  State,  either  for  its  seat  of  government,  or  for 
forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dockyards,  and  other  needful  buildings.  .  .  .  This 
view  of  the  subject  is  confirmed  by  the  manner  in  which  the  present  Govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  dealt  with  the  subject  as  soon  as  it  came  into 
existence." 
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the  judicial;  and  whatever  the  political  department  of  the  govern- 
ment shall  recognize  as  within  the  •limits  of  the  United  States  the 
judicial  department  is  also  bound  to  recognize,  and  to  administer 
in  it  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  so  far  as  they  apply,  and  to 
maintain  in  the  territory  the  authority  and  rights  of  the  govern- 
ment ;  add  also  the  personal  rights  and  rights  of  property  of  in- 
dividual citizens,  as  secured  by  the  Constitution.  All  we  mean  to 
say  on  this  point  is,  that,  as  there  is  no  express  regulation  in  the 
Constitution  defining  the  power  which  the  General  Government 
may  exercise  over  the  person  or  property  of  a  citizen  in  a  territory 
thus  acquired,  the  court  must  necessarily  look  to  the  provisions 
and  principles  of  the  Constitution,  and  its  distribution  of  pow- 
ers, for  the  rules  and  principles  by  which  its  decision  must  be 
governed." 

With  the  exception  of  Justice  Curtis,  none  of  the  other  justices 
discussed  at  length  the  source  of  the  power  to  acquire  territory. 
Five  of  the  other  justices,  however,  concurred  with  the  Chief 
Justice  in  holding  the  Act  of  1820  unconstitutional,  and,  there- 
fore, where  they  do  not  ex;pressly  say  so,  may  be  presumed  to 
have  agreed  with  him  as  to  the  source  whence  and  the  purpose  for 
which  foreign  territory  might  be  acquired,  and  as*  to  the  restric- 
tion of  the  authority  granted  by  Congress  by  Article  IV,  Section 
III,  to  the  territories  possessed  by  the  United  States  in  1787. 

Justice  Curtis  in  his  dissenting  opinion  declared  that  whatever 
doubt  there  may  have  been  as  to  the  power  of  the  United  States 
to  acquire  additional  territory,  four  precedents  and  several 
judicial  sanctions  had  established  its  existence  beyond  doubt* 
The  power  to  govern  this  acquired  territory  Curtis  found  in 
Article  IV,  Section  III.^^ 

9  Citing  American  Insurance  Co.  t.  Canter,  1  Pet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242;  and 
Sere  v.  Pitot,  6  Cr.  332 ;  3  ft  ed.  240. 

^10 He  said:  "There  was  to  be  established  by  the  Constitution  a  frame 
of  government,  under  which  the  people  of  the  United  States  and  their  posterity 
were  to  continue  indefinitely.  To  take  one  of  its  provisions,  the  language 
of  which  is  broad  enough  to  extend  throughout  the  existence  of  the  govern- 
ment, and  embrace  all  territory  belonging  to  the  United  States  throughout 
all  time,  and  the  purposes  and  o/bjects  of  which  apply  to  all  Territory  oi 


360  United  States  Coxstitutiokai.  Law. 

The  arguments  and  opinions  in  the  Dred  Sco4t  case  rerealed  Ae 
difficulties  involved  in  a  recuuTse  to  Article  IV,  Section  KI,  for 
the  i)Ower  to  govern  acquired  territories,  and,  accordingly,  since 
that  date  we  find  the  Supreme  Court  emphasizing  the  doctrine 
that  the  power  is  implied  in  the  right  to  acquire,  as  well  as  argo- 
al>lo  from  the  fact  that  inasmuch  as  the  States  have  no  authority  ia 
the  premises  the  Federal  Qovemment  must  have  it.  Thus  ia 
Unite<l  States  v.  Kagama^^  the  court  say:  "The  power  of  Cm- 
gress  to  organize  territorial  governments,  and  make  laws  for  their 
inhabitants,  arises  not  so  much  from  the  dause  in  the  Constitutioii 
in  regard  to  disposing  of  and  makii^  rules  and  regulations  coa- 

the  United  State*  mid  narrow  It  down  to  leiiitai)'  Monging  to  the  UnHid 
States  when  tbe  Constitution  was  fraaied,  whiie  at  tke  save  time  it  is  ad* 
niittcd  that  the  Constitution  contemplated  and  authorized  the  acquisition, 
from  time  to  time,  of  other  and  foreign  territory,  seems  to  me  to  be  an 
interpretation  as  inconsistent  with  the  nature  and  purpose  ef  ttie  iBstmsieiit, 
as  it  is  with  its  language,  and  I  can  Kave  ao  hesitation  in  rejectiiq;  it. 
I  construe  this  clause,  therefore,  as  if  it  had  read,  Congress  shall  have  tlM 
power  to  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  those  tracts  of 
country  out  of  the  limits  of  the  several  Stages,  which  the  United  States 
have  acquired,  or  may  hereafter  acquire,  by  cessions  at  well  as  of  the  juris- 
dictions as  of  the  soil,  so  far  as  the  soil  may  be  the  property  of  the  party 
making  the  cession,  at  the  time  of  making  it.  It  has  been  argued  that  tbe 
words  *  rules  an(f  regulations '  are  not  appropriate  terns  in  whieh  to  eonvej 
authority  to  make  laws  for  the  government  of  the  Territory.  Bnt  it  must 
be  remembered  that  this  is  a  grant  of  power  to  the  Congress  —  that  it  18, 
therefore,  necessarily  a  grant  of  power  to  legislate — an^  certainly,  rales  and 
regulations  respecting  a  particular  subject,  made  by  the  legislatine  power 
of  a  country,  can  be  nothing  but  laws.  Nor  do  the  particular  terms  employed, 
in  my  judgment,  tend  in  any  degree  to  restrict  this  legislative  power.  Power 
granted  to  a  Icfrislature  to  make  all  needful  mles  and  regulations  retpectiag 
the  Territory,  is  a  power  to  pass  all  needful  laws  respecting  it  •  .  ,  With- 
out government  and  social  order  there  can  be  no  property;  for  without  law, 
it^  owTiership,  its  use  and  the  power  of  disposing  of  it  eease  to  exist,  in  the 
sense  in  which  those  words  are  used  and  understood  in  all  eiviliaed  States. 
Since,  then,  this  power  was  SMinife^tly  conferred  to  enaMe  the  United  States 
to  dispose  of  its  public  lands  to  settlers,  and  to  admit  them  into  the  Union 
as  States,  when  in  the  judgment  of  Congress  they  should  be  fitted  therefor, 
since  these  were  the  needs  provided  for,  since  it  is  confessed  that  gOYemment 
is  indispensable  to  provide  for  those  needs,  and  the  power  is,  to  make  all 
needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  Territory,  I  cannot  doubt  ♦hat 
this  is  a  power  to  govern  the  inhabitants  of  tbe  Territory,  by  siieh  !aw3  as 
Congress  deems  needful,  until  they  obtain  admission  as  States.* 
"118  U.  S.  375;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1109;  30  L.  ed.  «8. 
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cerning  the  territory  and  other  property  of  the  United  States,  as 
from  the  ownership  of  the  country  in  which  its  territories  are, 
and  the  right  of  exclusive  sovereignty  which  must  exist  in  the 
National  GoverBinent,  and  can  be  found  nowhere  else.''  In  the 
Late  Corporation  of  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  v.  United  States^^ 
the  court  say :  "  The  power  of  Congress  over  the  Territories  of 
the  United  States  is  •  .  .  general  and  plenary,  arising  from 
and  incidental  to  the  right  to  acquire  the  territory  itself,  and  from 
the  power  given  by  the  C<»astituti(m  to  make  all  needful  rules  and 
regulations  respecting  the  territory  or  other  property  of  the 
United  States,  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  the  United  States 
has  the  power  to  acquire  territory,  and  no  power  to  govern  it 
when  acquired,"  Here,  though  Section  III  of  Article  IV  is 
indeed  referred  to,  the  power  to  acquire  is  dearly  emphasized  as 
the  source  of  the  power  to  govern.  Finally  in  De  Lima  v.  Bid- 
well,**  one  of  the  so-called  "  Insular  Cases,"  the  court  say :  *^  It 
[the  power  to  govern]  is  an  authority  which  arises  not  necessarily 
from  the  territorial  clause  of  the  Constitution,  but  from  the  neces- 
sities of  the  case,  and  from  the  inability  of  the  States  to  act  on 
the  subject." 

12  136  U.  S.  1;  10  Sop.  Ct.  Kep.  792;  84  L.  ed.  478. 
u  182  U.  8.  1;  21  Sap.  €t  Bep.  743;  45  L.  ed.  1041. 


CHAPTER  XXV. 

THE    EXTENT   OF   THE    POWER    OF    CX)XGRESS    TO   GOVERN  THI 

TERRITORIES. 

§  158.  Power  to  Govern  Absolute. 

Since  the  time  when  the  necessity  for  the  exercise  of  the  an- 
thoritj  arose,  there  has  been  almost  no  question  as  to  the  absolute 
power  of  Congress  to  determine  the  fonn  of  political  and  admin- 
iiitrative  control  to  be  erected  over  the  Territories,  and  to  fix  the 
extent  to  which  their  inhabitants  shall  be  admitted  to  a  participa- 
tion in  their  own  government  Both  by  legislative  practice  and  bj 
judicial  sanction,  the  principle  has  been  from  the  first  asserted 
that  upon  this  matter  the  judgment  of  Congress  is  absolute.  This, 
however,  has  not  been  construed  to  carry  with  it  the  absolute  con- 
trol of  the  feileral  legislature  over  the  civil  rights  —  the  private 
rights  of  person  and  property  —  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Terri- 
tories. The  extent  of  the  power  of  Congress  with  respect  to  these 
will  be  discussed  in  the  next  chapter. 

The  first  act  for  the  government  of  Territories,  the  "  Ordinance 
for  the  Government  of  the  Territory  of  the  United  States  North- 
west of  the  Ohio  River,"  implied  the  doctrine  that  to  Congress  is 
given  the  complete  discretion  as  to  the  form  of  government  to  be 
supplied,^  and  that  the  inhabitants  of  this  region  are  not,  except 
by  congressional  grant,  entitled  to  local  self-government.  The  act 
provides  that  "as  soon  as  there  shall  be  five  thousand  free  male 
inhabitants,  of  full  age,  in  the  district"  they  shall  receive  au- 
thority to  elect  a  representative  legislative  assembly,  and  that  as 
soon  "  as  may  be  consistent  with  the  general  interest,"  the  terri- 
tory is  to  be  subdivided  into  States,  which  are  to  be  admitted  into 
the  Union  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  original  States.  Until, 
however,  the  Assembly  is  established,  all  governing  power  is 
vested  in  a  governor,  a  secretary  and  a  court  of  three  judges,  all 
nominated  by  the  President  and  appointed  by  and  with  the  consent 

1  By  Act  of  August  7,  1789,  the  first  Congress  under  the  Constitution  re- 
enacted  the  ordinance  of  1787,  with  the  necessary  change  that  the  officers 
provided  for  by  it  should  be  nominated  by  the  President  and  appointed  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the.  Senate. 

[362] 
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of  the  Senate.  During  this  period,  then,  there  was  to  be  no  local 
self-government  whatever. 

By  the  Act  of  May  26,  1790,  the  Southwest  Territory  was  given 
a  government  in  all  respects  the  same  as  that  erected  for  the  North- 
west Territory. 

By  the  Act  of  October  31,  1803,  passed  for  the  government  of 
the  Louisiana  Territory  purchased  from  France,  the  President 
was  given  full  power  to  take  possession,  using  for  this  purpose 
such  force  as  might  be  necessary,  and  "  that,  until  the  expiration 
of  the  present  session  of  Congress,  unless  provision  for  the  tem- 
porary government  of  the  said  territories  be  sooner  made  by  Con- 
gress, all  the  military,  civil,  and  judicial  powers  exercised  by  the 
officers  of  the  existing  government  of  the  same  shall  be  vested  in 
such  person  and  persons,  and  shall  be  exercised  in  such'  manner, 
as  the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  direct,  for  maintaining 
and  protecting  the  inhabitants  of  Louisiana  in  the  free  enjoyment 
of  their  liberty,  property  and  religion." 

A  formal  remonstrance  against  the  autocratic  r^me  thus  estab- 
lished, as  being  in  violation  of  the  rights  guaranteed  by  the  treaty 
with  France,  was  presented  in  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
Territory  to  the  United  States  Senate,  but  no  question  as  to  the 
constitutionality  of  the  action  was  raised. 

The  Act  of  March  3,  1819,  for  the  taking  possession  and  tem- 
porary government  of  Florida,  was  almost  identical  with  the 
Louisiana  Act  of  1803. 

Without  attempting  to  trace  further  the  legislation  with  refer- 
ence to  the  government  of  the  Territories  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  Congress  has  continued  to  the  present  day  uniformly  to  con- 
sider this  subject  one  to  be  dealt  with  absolutely  at  its  own  dis- 
cretion.^ 

*  For  legislation  of  Congress  with  reference  to  the  Territories,  see  W.  F.  Wil- 
loughby,  Territori£8  and  Dependencies  of  the  United  States:  Their  Govern- 
ment  and  Adminisirniion ;  Farrand,  The  Legislation  of  Congress  for  the  Oov- 
emment  of  the  Territories  of  the  United  States;  Organic  Acts  for  the  Terri- 
tories of  the  United  States  with  Notes  Thereon,  Compiled  from  the  Statutes 
at  Large  of  the  United  States;  also  Appendix  Comprising  Other  Matters  Re- 
lating to  the  Government  of  the  Territories,  (Senate  Document,  No.  148, 
56th  Congress,  1st  Sess.) 
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Acting  in  pursoance  of  its  powers,  CiHigress  has  thns  from 
time  to  time,  as  new  territories  have  been  aoqnired,  established 
for  theui,  by  statutes,  territorial  governments.  The  latest  of  tkese 
statutes  are  those  establishing  civil  rule  in  Porto  lUoo  and  the 

Philippines, 

§  159.  Classes  of  Territorial  Governments. 

Generally  speaking,  it  may  be  said  that  the  governments  thus 
created  have  been  and  are  of  four  kinds. 

First,  there  is  the  class  of  so-called  Unorganized  Territories,  at 
present  consisting  only  of  Alaska.  These  have  no  local  self- 
government  but  are  governed  by  officials  nominated  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  confinned  by  the  Senate,  and  have  for  their  laws  such 
as  have  been  given  them  by  Congress.  To  this  class  of  auto- 
cratically governed  territories  should  also  possibly  be  added  the 
Samoan,  Wake,  Midway,  and  Guano  Islands  which  are  ruled  by 
officers  of  the  military  force  of  the  United  States. 

Second,  there  is  the  whole  class  of  Organized  Territories  that 
has  included  all  of  the  continental  territories  of  the  United  States 
except  Indian  Territory  and  Alaska,  and  at  the  present  time  em- 
braces New  Mexico,  Arizona,  and  Hawaii.  The  chief  executive 
and  judicial  officers  of  these  governments  are  nominated  by  the 
President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  and  hold  office  for  four 
years.  Their  legislatures  consist  of  two  Houses,  each  elected  by 
tliose  inhabitants  of  the  territories  who  have  been  given  the  suf- 
frage by  federal  law.  The  law-making  power  of  these  bodies  is 
extended  by  Congress  "  to  all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation  not 
inconsistent  Avitli  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States.'* 
The  laws  passed  in  pursuance  of  this  legislative  authority  are,  of 
course,  not  only  subject  to  scrutiny  in  the  courts  as  to  their  con- 
stitutionality, but  may  be  amended  or  annulled  at  any  time  by  an 
act  of  Congress. 

Third,  there  is  the  government  of  the  island  of  Porto  Rico 
which  stands  in  a  class  by  itself.  According  to  the  Foraker  Act 
of  April  12,  1900,  its  governor  and  chief  execntive  officials  and 
judges  are  nominated  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the 
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• 
Senate^  and  its  legislature  is  composed  of  two  houses,  the  upper 

of  which  consists  of  the  six  chief  executive  officials  and  five  native 
Porto  Eicansy  and  the  lower  of  thirtj-five  members  elected  by 
popular  vote. 

Fourthly,  and  finalty,  there  is  the  government  of  the  Philip- 
pine Islands  by  means  of  a  Commission  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  under  authority  granted  by 
act  of  C<Migress.  Since  1907  there  has  been  also  a  popularly 
elected  legislative  chamber. 

§  160.  Constitutionality  of  These  Governments. 

The  constitutionality  of  this  legislation  has  never  been 
d^ously  questioned.^ 

>Tn  the  early  case  of  Sere  v.  Pitot  (8  Cr.  ?32;  3  L.  ed.  240),  decided  in 
1810,  in  its  irst  reference  to  the  jyweT,  tke  Supreme  Court,  without  diseent, 
speaking  throvgh  Marshall,  after  declaring  the  right  of  the  United  States  to 
acquire  and  govern  territory  gay:  "Accordingly  we  find  Congress  possessing 
and  exercising  the  absolute  and  undisputed  right  of  governing  and  legislating 
for  the  Territory  of  Orleans.  Congress  has  given  them  a  legislature,  aa 
executive,  and  a  judiciiuy,  with  such  powers  as  it  has  been  their  will  to 
assign  to  those  departments  respectively." 

In  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter  (IPet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242),  deeided  in 
1828,  Marshall,  after  referring  to  certain  provisions  of  tlie  treaty  by  which 
Florida  was  acquired  from  Spain,  says:  "This  treaty  is  the  law  of  the 
land,  and  admits  the  inhabitants  of  Florida  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  privileges, 
rights,  and  immunities  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  .  .  .  They  do 
not,  however,  participate  in  political  power ;  they  do  not  share  in  the  govern- 
ment, till  Florida  shaU  become  a  State." 

In  Snow  V.  United  SUtes  (18  WaU.  317;  21  L.  ed.  784),  decided  in  1873, 
the  court  say:  '*  The  government  of  the  Territories  of  the  United  States 
belongs  primarily  to  Congress;  and  secondarily  to  such  agencies  as  Congress 
nay  establish  for  that  purpose.  During  the  term  of  their  pupilage  as 
Territories,  they  are  mere  dependencies  of  the  United  States.  Their  people 
do  not  constitute  a  sovereign  power.  All  political  authority  exercised  therein 
is  derived  from  the  General  Government.  It  is,  indeed,  the  practice  of  the 
Government  to  invest  these  dependencies  with  a  limited  power  of  self-govern- 
ment as  soon  as  they  have  sufficient  population  for  the  purpose.  The  extent 
of  the  power  thus  granted  depends  entirely  upon  the  organic  act  of  Congress 
in  each  case,  and  is  at  all  times  subject  to  such  alterations  as  Congress 
may  see  it  to  adopt." 

In  the  Dred  Scott  case,  Taney,  though  otherwise  emphasizing  the  limita- 
tions upon  the  power  of  Congress  over  Territories,  concedes  that  it  has  a  full 
discretion  with  reference  to  the  form  of  govemmoits  it  may  establish  over 
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The  plenary  character  of  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  in 
this  res{>ect  is  perhaps  best  stated  in  National  Bank  v.  County  of 
Yankton.*  Chief  Justice  Waite,  speaking  for  the  court,  says: 
"  Congress  may  not  only  abrogate  laws  of  the  territorial  legisla- 
tures, but  it  may  itself  legislate  directly  for  the  local  government 
It  may  make  a  void  act  of  the  territorial  legislature  valid,  and  a 
valid  act  void.  In  other  words,  it  has  full  and  complete  legis- 
lative authority  over  the  people  of  the  Territories  and  all  the  de- 
partments of  the  territorial  governments.  It  may  do  for  the  Terri- 
tories what  the  people,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  may  do  for  the  States.''  Again,  in  Murphy  v.  Ramsay* 
the  court  declare:  "  The  people  of  the  United  States,  as  80ve^ 
eign  owners  of  the  National  Territories,  have  supreme  power  over 
them  and  their  inhabitants.  In  the  exercise  of  this  sovereign 
dominion,  they  are  represented  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  to  whom  all  the  powers  of  government  over  that  subject 
have  been  delegated,  subject  only  to  such    restrictions  as  are  ex- 

them.  He  says:  "  The  power  to  acquire,  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  pow^ 
to  preserve  and  apply  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  acquired.  The  form 
of  government  to  be  established  necessarily  rested  in  the  discretion  of  Congress. 
It  was  their  duty  to  establish  the  one  that  would  be  the  best  suited  for  the 
protection  and  security  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  other  in- 
habitants who  might  be  authorized  to  take  up  their  abode  there,  and  that 
must  always  depend  upon  the  existing  condition  of  the  Territory,  as  to  the 
number  and  character  of  its  inhabitants,  and  the  situation  in  the  Territory. 
In  some  cases  a  government,  consisting  of  persons  appointed  by  the  Federal 
Government,  would  best  subserve  the  interests  of  the  Territory,  when  the 
inhabitants  were  few  and  scattered,  and  new  to  one  another.  In  other 
instances,  it  would  be  more  advisable  to  commit  the  powers  of  self-govern- 
ment to  the  people  who  had  settled  in  the  Territory,  as  being  the  most  com- 
petent to  determine  what  was  best  for  their  own  interests.  But  some  form  of 
civil  authority  would  be  absolutely  necessary  to  organize  and  preserve  civil- 
ized society,  and  prepare  it  to  become  a  State ;  and  what  is  the  best  form  must 
always  depend  on  the  condition  of  the  Territory  at  the  time,  and  the  choice 
of  the  mode  must  depend  upon  the  exercise  of  a  discretionary  power  by 
Congress  acting  within  the  scope  of  its  constitutional  authority,  and  not  in* 
fringing  upon  the  rights  of  person  or  rights  of  property  of  the  citizen  who 
niight  go  there  to  reside  or  for  any  other  lawful  purpose.  It  was  acquired 
by  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  and  it  must  be  held  and  governed  in  like 
manner,  until  it  is  fitted  to  be  a  State." 

4  101  U.  S.  129;  2.'5  L.  ed.  1046. 

8  114  U.  S.  15;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747;  29  L.  ed.  47. 
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pressed  in  the  Constitution,  or  are  necessarily  implied  in  its  terms, 
or  in  the  purposes  and  objects  of  the  power  itself;  for  it  may  well 
be  admitted  in  respect  to  this,  as  to  every  power  of  society  over 
its  members,  that  it  is  not  absolute  and  unlimited.  But  in  ordain- 
ing government  for  the  territories,  and  the  people  who  inhabit 
them,  all  the  discretion  which  belongs  to  legislative  power  is  vested 
in  Congress;  and  that  extends,  beyond  all  controversy,  to  deter- 
mining by  law,  from  time  to  time,  the  form  of  the  local  govern- 
ment in  a  particular  Territory,  and  the  qualification  of  those  who 
shall  administer  it.  It  rests  with  Congress  to  say  whether,  in  a 
given  case,  any  of  the  people  resident  in  the  Territory,  shall  par- 
ticipate in  tlie  election  of  its  officers  or  the  making  of  its  laws; 
and  it  may,  therefore,  take  from  them  any  right  of  suffrage  it  may 
previously  have  conferred,  or  at  any  time  modify  or  abridge  it, 
as  it  may  deem  expedient  The  right  of  local  self-government,  as 
known  to  our  system  as  a  constitutional  franchise,  belongs,  under 
the  Constitution,  to  the  States,  and  to  the  .people  thereof,  by  whom 
that  Constitution  was  ordained,  and  to  whom  by  its  terms  all  power 
not  conferred  by  it  upon  the  government  of  the  United  States  was 
expressly  reserved." 

In  Late  Corporation,  etc.,  v.  United  States^  the  foregoing  de- 
cisions are  cited  and  unqualifiedly  approved. 

There  is  in  fact  an  unbroken  line  of  judicial  dicta  upon  this 
point  Even  in  the  Dred  Scott  case,  Taney,  who  would  limit  the 
legislative  power  of  Congress  over  the  Territories  in  other  re- 
spects, does  not  deny  that  as  to  the  form  of  government  to  be  estab- 
lished over  them,  Congress  has  full  discretion.  Upon  this  point 
the  preceding  opinions  which  we  have  quoted  are  cited  by  Taney 
with  approval.  He  does,  indeed,  say  that  no  power  is  given  by 
the  Constitution  to  the  Federal  Government  to  acquire  territory 
to  hold  and  maintain  permanently  as  colonies,  but  admits,  as  we 
have  seen,  that  territory  may  be  annexed  which  is  not  immediately 
ready  for  statehood,  and  that  until  so  fitted,  the  form  of  its  gov- 
ernment must  necessarily  lie  in  the  discretion  of  Congress. 


<136  U.  S.  1;  10  6up.  Ct.  Rep.  792;  34  L.  ed.  478. 
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In    the    opinion    rendered    hj    Justioes    White>,    Shirts,  ud 
McKenna    and    concurred    in    bj    Graj,    in    Downes    t.   Hd- 
weir    it    18    intimated    that    there    may    be    unexpressed   bit 
inherent    limitations    upon    the   diaereiion    of    Congress   in  the 
establislinient   of  governments  for  the  T^ritories.      After  call- 
mg    attention,    in    illustration   of    the    ploiitude    of   power  of 
Congress  in  this  respect,   to  the  fact  that   Congress  has  estab- 
lished    in    tlie    District    of    Columbia    *'  a    local    govemment 
totally    devoid    of    local    representation'  in    the    elective    sense, 
administered  solely  by  officers  appointed  by  the  President,  Con 
gress,  in  which  the  District  has  no  representative,  in  effect  acting 
as  the  local  legislature,  the  opinion  nevertheless  goes  on  to  say: 
*'  While,  therefore,  there  is  no  express  or  implied  limitation  on 
Congress  in  exercising  its  power  to  create  local  governments  for 
any  or  all  of  the  Territories,  by  which  that  body  is  restrained 
from  the  widest  latitude  of  discretion,  it  does  not  follow  that  there 
may  not  be  inherent,  although  unexpressed,  principles  which  are 
the  basis  of  all  free  governments  which  cannot  be  with  impunity 
transcended  [Chuch  of  Jesus  Christ  v.  United  States,  136  U.  S. 
1,  10  Slip.  Ct.  Rep.  792 ;  34  L.  ed.  478].    But  this  does  not  sug- 
gest that  every  express  limitation  of  the  Constitution  which  is  ap- 
plicable has  not  force,  but  only  signifies  that  even  in  cases  where 
there  is  no  direct  command  of  the  Constitution  which  applies, 
there  may  nevfjrtheless  be  restrictions  of  so  fundamental  a  nature 
that  they  cannot  be  transgressed,  although  not  expressed  in  so 
many  words  in  the  Constitution." 

It  is  difficult  for  the  author  to  follow  the  reasoning  of  the 
Justices  as  set  forth  in  these  sentences.  It  would  seem  that  there 
is  some  confusion  of  the  authority  of  Congress  to  create  govern- 
ments for  the  Territory,  and  its  power  tp  legislate  regarding  the 
private  civil  rights  of  their  inhabitants.  The  reference  to  the 
Mormon  Church  case  shows  this,  for  that  case  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  governing  powers  of  Congress.  These  governing  powers 
are  absolute,  without  any  express,  implied,  or  "inherent  limi- 
tations. 
. 1 . 

7  182  U.  S.  244;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  46  L.  ed.  1088. 
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§  16L  Texxitoiial  Go^^emmenta  are  CongrcMiQiial  Govemmftnta 

The  gDvemmeiita  establi^ied  in  the  Teritoz)^  bj  Congresa  ad 
as  agmirim  of  Coakgresa^  in  the  same  sense  that  an  administrative 
beard  acts  as  the  i^ent  of  the  law-making  body  that  creates  it 
As  such  congressional  agencies,  the  territorial  governments  are  not 
considered  to  be  parts  of  the  General  Government  established  or 
directlj  provided  for  by  the  Constitution.  This  point  was  early 
determined  in  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter.^  In  this  case 
the  point  was  raised  that  the  territorial  judges  in  Florida  had 
been  appointed  for  terms  of  but  four  years,  whereas  the  Constittir 
tion  provides  that  the  judges  of  both  the  Supreme  and  inferior 
federal  courts  shall  hold  office  during  good  behavior.  In  sustain- 
ing the  yalidity  of  the  territorial  law  in  this  matter,  Marshall 
said :  "  These  courts  .  .  .  are  not  constitutional  courts  in 
which  the  judicial*  power  conferred  by  the  Constitution  on  the 
General  Grovemment  can  be  deposited.  They  are  incapable  of 
receiving  it.  They  are  l^slative  courts,  created  in  virtue  of  the 
general  right  of  sovereignty  which  exists  in  the  government,  or 
in  virtue  of  that  clause  which  enables  Congress  to  make  all  need- 
ful rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory  belonging  to  the 
United  States.  The  jurisdiction  with  which  they  are  invested  is 
not  a  part  of  that  judicial  power  which  is  defined  in  the  third 
article  of  the  Constitution,  but  was  conferred  by  Congress  in 
execution  of  those  general  powers  which  that  body  possesses  over 
the  Territories  of  the  United  States." 

In  Benner  v.  Porter®  the  court  sav  with  reference  to  territorial 
governments :  *'  They  are  legislative  governments,  and  their 
courts  legislative  courts,  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of  its  powers 
in  the  organization  and  government  of  the  territories,  combining 
the  powers  of  both  the  federal  and  state  authorities.  There  is  but 
one  system  of  government  or  of  laws  operating  within  their  limits, 
as  neither  is^  subject  to  the  constitutional  provisions  in  respect  to 
state  and  federal  jurisdiction.  They  are  not  organized  under  the 
Constitution,  nor  subject  to  its  complex  distribution  of  the  powers 

«1  Pet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242. 
•  9  How.  235;  13  L.  ed.  119. 
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of  government,  as  the  organic  law;  but  are  the  creations,  esdrt 
sively,  of  the  legislative  department,  and  subject  to  its  supervision 
and  controL  Whether  or  not  there  are  provisions  in  that  instro* 
ment  which  extend  to  and  act  upon  these  territorial  govemmeiits, 
it  is  not  now  material  to  examine."  *" 

In  United  States  v.  Pridgeon"  it  was  held  that  the  courts  pro- 
vided for  the  Territory  of  Oklahoma  could  be  and  had  been  aih 
thorized  by  Congress  to  sit  as  territorial  courts  to  administer  the 
laws  of  the  Territory,  and  as  courts  of  the  United  States  to  ad- 
minister the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

In  American  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter^*  and  in  Re  Cooper^*  it 
was  held  that  the  territorial  courts  may  be  granted  admiralty 
jurisdiction.  Also,  though  not  **  inferior "  courts  within  the 
meaning  of  Section  1  of  Article  III  of  the  Constitution,  an  ap- 
peal may  be  granted  from  them  to  the  Supreme  Court.  In  United 
States  V.  Coe'*  the  court  say:  "As  wherever  the  United  States 
exercises  the  power  of  government,  whether  under  specific  grants 
or  through  the  dominion  and  sovereignty  of  plenary  authority  as 
over  the  Territories,  that  power  includes  the  ultimate  executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial  power,  it  follows  that  the  judicial  action  of 
all  inferior  courts  established  by  Congress  may  in  accordance  with 

10  In  Clinton  v.  Englebrecht  (13  Wall.  434;  20  L.  ed.  659),  the  court  say: 
"There  is  no  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  nor  is  there  any  district 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution,  in  the  Territory 
of  Utah.  The  judges  are  not  appointed  for  the  saijoe  terms,  nor  is  the 
Jurisdiction  which  they  exercise  part  of  the  judicial  power  conferred  by  the 
Constitution  of  the  General  Government.  The  courts  are  the  legislative  courts 
of  the  Territories,  created  in  virtue  of  that  clause  which  authorizes  Congrea 
to  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  Territories  belonging 
to  the  United  States." 

To  the  same  effect  are  the  cases  Hornbuckle  ▼.  Toombs,  18  Wall.  648,  21 
L.  ed.  966;  Good  v.  Martin,  95  U.  S.  90;  24  L.  ed.  341;  Reynolds  v.  United 
States,  98  U.  S.  145;  25  L.  ed.  244;  The  City  of  Panama,  101  U.  S.  453;  25 
L.  ed.  1061;  McAllister  ▼.  United  States,  141  U.  S.  174,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Ecp. 
949;  35  L.  ed.  693;  United  States  ▼.  Pridgeon,  153  U.  f5.  48;  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
746;  38  L.  ed.  631,  and  United  States  v.  Coe,  155  U.  S.  76;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep 
16;  39  L.  ed.  76. 

"  153  U.  S.  48;  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  746;  38  L.  ed.  631. 

12  1  Pet.  511;   7  L.  ed.  242. 

W143  U.  S.  472;   12  8up.  Ct.  Rep.  453;  36  L.  ed.  232. 

14  155  U.  S.  76;   15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  16;  39  L.  ed.  76. 
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the  Constitution  be  subjected  to  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the 
supreme  judicial  tribunal  of  the  government.  There  has  never 
been  any  question  in  regard  to  this  as  applied  to  territorial  courts, 
and  no  reason  can  be  perceived  for  applying  a  different  rule  to  the 
adjudications  of  the  court  of  private  land  claims  over  property  in 
the  Territories." 

Whether  or  not  the  courts  of  the  District  of  Columbia  are 
"  inferior  "  federal  courts  within  the  meaning  of  Section  1  of 
Article  III  of  the  Constitution  has  never  been  squarely  settled. 
In  James  v.  United  States^*  the  court  implies  that  is  not  de- 
termined, but  does  not  in  that  case  find  it  necessary  to  pass  upon 
the  point 

With  reference  to  the  District  of  Columbia  it  will  be  pointed 
out'*  that  Congress  may  not  delegate  to  the  local  governing  body 
legislative  powers,  but  only  authority  to  issue  local  municipal 
ordinances.  This  limitation  does  not  apply  with  reference  to  the 
Territories;  for  whereas  with  regard  to  the  District  it  is  pro- 
vided that  Congress  shall  exercise  exclusive  legislation  in  all  cases 
whatsoever,  with  regard  to  the  Territories  it  is  provided  simply 
that  Congress  shall  have  the  power  "  to  dispose  of  and  make  all 
needful  rules  and  regulation."  There  has  thus  been  no  question 
but  that,  under  this  grant  of  authority.  Congress  may  provide  for 
the  establishment  in  the  Territories  of  legislatures  exercising  full 
law-making  powers,  subject  of  course  to  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution and  to  subsisting  or  subsequent  acts  of  Congress.  Thus, 
for  example,  in  Leitensdorfer  v.  Webb,'^  with  reference  to  the 
establishment  of  courts,  the  court  declare:  "  It  was,  undoubtedly, 
within  the  competency  of  Congress  either  to  define  directly,  by 
their  own  act,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  created  by  them  or' 
to  delegate  the  authority  requisite  for  that  purpose  to  the  terri- 
torial governments." 

15  202  U.  S.  401;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  685;  50  L.  ed.  1079. 

16  Chapter  XXVI. 

17  20  How.  170;  15  L.  ed.  891. 
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THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA. 

I 

§  Ui,  TtK  Govei  liineni  of  iRe  District  erf  Cofiunbia* 

The  constitiitioiuJ  statns  of  the  district  nsed  as  the  sei^  rf 
the  Federal  Government  is  almost  the  same  as  Ant  of  the  Terri- 
tories; Clause  17  of  Section  VI  IT  of  Article  I  of  the  Cbnstitntioi 
empowers  Congress  "  to  exercise  exdusrve  legislation  in  rif  eases 
whatsoever  over  such  district  (not  exceeding  ten  miles  sqaare) 
as  may  by  cession  of  particular  States,  and  the  aceoptaaee  ot  Con- 
gress, become  the  seat  of  the  Government  of  the  Unitcil  Statw."" 

In  Longliborough  v.  Blake^  Marshall  declared  tbe  District  rf 
Columbia  to  be  a  part  of  the  **  United  Statw ''  within  tiie  bht^ 
rower  constitutional  meaning  of  the  term,*  and  as  snch  Conpre® 
to  be  restrained  wh«i  legislating  for  it,  by  tiie  Irmitntioiis  appli- 
cable generally  to  the  United  States  as  thua  narrowly  defined.^ 

In  Lough!>oTongh  v.  Blake^  the  question  was  »»^  to  die  pewer  of 
Congresa  under  a  general  law  to  levy  and  c(dlect  a  direct  tax  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  In  denial  of  this  power  it  was  argued 
that  while  Congre««s  might,  when  acting  simpJy  a?  a  local  legist 
latiire,  levy  and  collect  such  a  tax  for  local  pnrposes,  in  the  same 
manner  that  the  legislatuw  of  a  State  might  do,  it  might  not  do 
so  under  its  general  taxing  power,  for  the  reason  that  the  Coiistitar 
tion  provides  that  "  Representatives  and  direct  taxes  shall  be  ap- 

15  Wh.  317;  5  L.  cd.  98. 

I9ef?,  posf,  the  discussion  of  the  term  in  the  Insnlftr  Cfifies. 

aXkis  diotuM  of  MarshaU'a  was  later  beM  by^tbe  anpreme  Covrt  in  Dowries 
V.  Bidwell  (182  U.  S.  244:  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  45  L.  ed.  1088)  to  be  an 
erroneous  oa«;  but  tliese  limitations  upon  the  legislative  ptower  of  Ccng^t^ss, 
though  thus  not  immediately  applicable  \\mve  been  by  statute  (16  Stat  at  L. 
42,  act  of  July  21,  1871)  extended  over  the  District.  Justice  Browa,  hfivcTer, 
held  that  the  District  was  entitled  to  these  righta  By  reaoom  of  the  fact 
that  it  was  once  a  part  of  a  State  entitled  to  tliem,  and  that  these  rights 
having  once  attached,  they  were  not,  and  could  not,  by  cession  of  the 
District  to  the  United  States,  be  taken  away. 
'     4  6  Wh.  317;  5  L.  ed.  OS. 
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portioned  among  tlie  'States  which  may  be  inelxided  wifliin  ihe 
Union,  aooordiiig  to  tlieir  respective  uumfcers.*'  To  this,  how- 
erer,  Marshall  replied:  "  The  object  of  this  regulatioii  is,  we 
iiunk,  to  f  nmigh  a  standard  by  ivhich  taxes  are  to  be  apportioned, 
noit  to  exempt  from  their  operation  any  part  of  our  eountry.  Had 
tJzB  intention  been  to  exempt  from  taxation  t^ose  who  wtjre  not 
represented  in  Congress,  that  intention  would  have  been  expressed 
in  direct  terms."  The  grant  to  Congress  of  the  "  power  to  levy 
and  collect  taxes,  duties,  impost6  and  excises,^  is,  Manthall  de- 
clared, a  general  grant  without  limitation  as  to  place,  "  If  &is 
eonid  be  doubted,"  he  continues,  "  the  doubt  is  Temo\"ed  by  the 
gnbeequent  words  which  modify  the  grant.  These  words  are  ^  bttt 
all  duties,  imposts  and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the 
United  States.'  It  will  not  be  contended  that  the  modification  of 
iJie  power  extends  to  places  to  which  the  power  itself  does  not  ex- 
tend. The  power,  then,  to  levy  and  collect  duties,  imposts,  and 
excises,  may  be  exercised  and  must  be  exercised  throughout  the 
United  States.  Dees  this  term  designate  the  whole,  or  any  par- 
ticular portion  of  the  American  empire  i  Certainly  this  question 
can  admit  of  but  one  anvwer.  It  is  the  name  given  to  our  great 
republic,  which  is  composed  of  States  and  Territories.  The  Dib- 
trict  of  Columbia,  or  the  Territory  west  of  the  Missouri  is  not 
le«  within  the  United  States  Aan  Maryland  or  Pennsylvania; 
and  it  is  not  less  necessary,  on  the  principle  of  our  Constitution, 
that  uniformity  in  the  imposition  of  imposts,  duties,  and  excises, 
ghoald  be  observed  in  the  one  than  in  the  other.^' 

Marshall,  however,  goes  on  to  argue  that  while  the  general  grant 
of  pewer  to  lay  and  collect  taxes  is  a  general  one  and,  therefore, 
authorizes  Congress  to  include  the  District  and  Territories,  within 
the  operation  of  a  general  direct  tax  (iu  wbich  case  it  must  be 
apportioned  in  such  District  and  Territories  according  to  their 
respective  populations)  it  does  not  foUow  that  such  areas  mustT)e 
included  within  the  operation  of  such  laws.  ^^  If  ...  a  direct 
tax  T>e  laid  at  all,  it  must  be  laid  on  evei*y  State  conformably  to 
the  rule  provided  in  the  Constitution.  Congress  has  clearly  jio 
power  to -exempt  any  State  from  its  due  share  of  the  burden.   But 
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this  regulation  is  expressly  confined  to  the  States,  and  creates  i» 
necessity  for  extending  the  tax  to  the  District  or  Territories." 

In  Hepburn  v.  Ellzey*  it  was  held  by  Marshall  in  a  very  brief 
opinion  that  a  resident  of  the  District  of  Colombia  could  kh 
maintain  an  action  in  a  federal  circuit  court  on  the  ground  tbi 
he  was  a  citizen  of  another  State,  for  the  reason  that  the  District 
is  not  a  State.    The  Chief  Justice  said: 

"  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  it  has  been  urged  that  Columbii 
is  a  distinct  political  society;  and  is,  therefore,  'a  state'  aorcri- 
ing  to  the  definition  of  writers  on  general  law. 

**  This  is  true.  But  as  the  act  of  Congress  obviously  uses  tk 
word  '  state '  in  reference  to  that  term  as  used  in  the  constitution, 
it  lx?(onie3  necessary  to  inquire  whether  Columbia  is  a  state  in  the 
sense  of  that  instrument.  The  result  of  that  examination  is  t 
conviction  that  the  meml)er3  of  the  American  confederacy  onl.^ 
are  the  states  contemplated  in  the  constitution. 

"  The  house  of  representatives  is  to  be  composed  of  members 
chosen  by  the  people  of  the  several  states;  and  each  state  shall 
have  at  least  one  representative. 

^*  The  senate  of  the  United  States  shall  be  composed  of  t^ 
senators  from  each  state. 

"  Each  state  shall  appoint  for  the  election  of  the  executive,  a 
number  of  electors  equal  to  its  whole  number  of  senators  and 
representatives. 

**  These  clauses  show  that  the  word  state  is  used  in  the  consti- 
tution as  designating  a  member  of  the  union,  and  excludes  from 
the  term  the  signification  attached  to  it  by  writers  on  the  law  of 
nations.  When  the  same  term  which  has  been  used  plainly  in  this 
limited  sense  in  the  articles  respecting  the  legislative  and  execu- 
tive departments,  is  also  employed  in  that  which  respects  the 
judicial  department,  it  must  be  understood  as  retaining  the  sense 
originally  given  to  it. 

"  Other  passages  from  the  constitution  have  been  cited  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  show  that  the  term  state  is  sometimes  used  in  its 
more  enlarged  sense.  But  on  examining  the  passages  quoted,  they 
do  not  prove  what  was  to  be  shown  by  them. 

8  2  Cr.  445 ;  2  L.  ed.  332. 
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**  It  is  true  that  as  citizeus  of  the  United  States,  and  of  that 
particular  district  which  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  CongresSi 
it  is  extraordinary  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  which  are 
open  to  aliens,  and  to  the  citizens  of  every  state  in  the  union, 
should  be  closed  upon  them.  But  this  is  a  subject  for  legislative, 
not  for  judicial  consideration." 

The  District  of  Columbia  though  not  a  "  State  "  in  the  sense  in 
which  that  word  is  used  in  the  constitutional  clause  which  gives 
to  the  federal  courts  jurisdiction  in  suits  between  citizens  of 
different  States,*  it  is  declared  in  DeGeofroy  v.  Riggs,^  to  be  a 
State  within  the  meaning  of  a  treaty  granting  certain  rights  to 
aliens  within  the  "  States  of  the  Union."  That  the  District  is  a 
part  of  the  United  States  internationally  viewed  was  declared  in 
Loughborough  v.  Blake,  and  this  dictwm  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned. 

But  with  reference  to  the  form  of  government  to  be  given  the 
District,  the  authority  of  Congress  is  as  absolute  as  we  have  seen 
it  to  be  with  regard  to  the  Territories.  "  The  Congress  of  the 
United  States  being  empowered  by  the  Constitution  *  to  exercise 
exclusive  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  whatever,*  over  the  seat  of  the 
National  Government,  has  the  entire  control  over  the  District  of 
JColuipbia  for  every  purpose  of  government,  national  or  local  It 
may  exercise  within  the  District  all  legislative  powers  that  the 
legislature  of  a  State  might  exercise  within  a  State."  ® 

The  Constitution  provides  that  Congress  shall  '*  exercise  ex- 
clusive legislation  in  all  cases  whatsoever"  over  such  district  as 
should,  by  cession  of  particular  States,  become  the  seat  of  govern- 
ment. To  the  author  it  would  seem  that  the  intent  of  those  who 
framed  this  provision  was  that  by  it  Congress  should  be  granted 
authority  exclusive  of  the  State  or  States  by  which  the  district 
might  be  ceded.  Congress  has,  however,  since  the  b^inning, 
acted  upon  the  assumption  that  by  this  provision  it  is  intended 

« Hepburn  v.  Ellzey,  2  Cr.  445 ;  2  L.  ed.  332 ;  Hooe  v.  Jamieson,  166  U.  S. 
395;  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  596;  41  L.  ed.  1049. 

7  133  U.  S.  258;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  295;  33  L.  ed.  642. 

sCapiUl  Traction  Co.  v.  Hof,  174  U.  S.  1;  19  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  5S0;  43  L.  ed. 
873. 
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Uiat  while  ordinary  miinictpal  powers,  meh  as  grante  to  a  dtj, 
may  be  delegated  to  the  local  goTeniing  body  in  the  District^  it 
may  not  delegate  to  such  body  the  general  kgielativ^e  powers  poi- 
fiesaed  by  a  State  of  the  Union.  That,  in  other  wordg,  the  kgii' 
lative  authority  over  the  District  being  vested  by  the  Constitution 
**  exclusively  "  in  Congress,  it  may  not  by  delegation  be  exercised 
by  any  other  body.  Thus,  if  we  divide  the  governing  powers  in 
the  United  States  into  national,  state  and  local,  it  has  been  held 
necessary  that,  as  regards  the  Distriet  the  first  two  must  be  exeh 
cised  by  Congress  itself. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  Supreme  Conrt  lias  passed  squarely 
upon  this  point,  but  by  various  dkta  this  doctrine  has  been  de- 
clared. In  Stoutenburgh  v.  Kenniek^^  the  oonrt,  after  aaying  that 
the  creation  of  municipalities  exercising  local  self-govemmeot 
does  not  violate  tlie  rule  that  legislative  powers  may  not  be  dels- 
gated,  go  on  to  say :  "  But  as  the  repository  of  the  legislative 
powers  of  the  United  States,  Congress  in  creating  the  District  of 
Colniubia  *  a  body  corporate  for  municipal  purposes '  could  only 
authorize  it  to  exercibe  municipal  powers."  Strictly  speaking, 
tliis  dictum  was  obiter  as  regards  the  delegation  to  the  local  body 
of  local  legislative  powers  such  as  are  exercised  by  the  States, 
within  their  several  state  limits,  for  the  point  actually  determined 
in  the  case  was  the  constitutional  inability  of  Congress  to  give  ta 
the  district  government  authority  to  legislate  with  referenee  to 
a  matter  of  national  concern,  namely,  interstate  commerce.  It 
is  believed,  however,  that  the  long-eontinued  legi^tive  construe- 
tiou  which  has  been  consistently  followed,  mnforced  by  this  and 
other  judicial  dicta,^^  makes  very  improbable  the  acceptance  of 
a  diflerent  doctrine. 

When  legislating  for  the  District,  and  the  same  is  true  as  re- 
gards the  Territories,  Congress  acts  not  only  as  a  local  legislature 
in  thf:  sense  that  a  State  acts  as  the  local  legislature  for  that  State, 
but  also  as  a  Xational  Legislature.  Whence  it  follows  that  the 
laws  thus  enacted  though  of  course  only  applicable  to  the  local 

^  , ,  111--   n .  -      -     -  ■ ^^ ^ ^ 

•  129  U.  S.  141;  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  256;  32  L.  ed.  C37. 

10  C/.  "Roach  ▼.  Riswick,  McArthur  k  Mackay,    171;    Cohens  ▼.  YirgimSr 
6  Wh.  204;  5  L.  ed.  257. 
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areas,  the  District  or  the  Territories,  eB^ecially  xeferred  to,  are 
ye^  national  acts  in  that,  so  far  as  is  ueoeaBary  ior  their  enforce* 
ment,  they  have  a  validity  throughout  the  L^nion.  This  doctrine 
is  dearly  laid  down  by  MaiBhall  in  Ck)h£ns  v.  Viiginia,"  and 
has  not  sinee  been  questioned.    In  that  ease  the  court  say: 

^'  The  clause  wiiieh  gives  exelusive  jurisdiction  is,  mnquestian- 
ably,  a  part  of  the  Constitiitian,  and,  as  such,  binds  all  the  United 
States.  Those  who  contend  that  acts  of  Congress,  made  in  pureu- 
ance  of  this  power^  do  not,  like  acts  made  in  pursuance  of  other 
powers,  bind  the  nation,  onght  to  ^ow  same  safe  and  clear  rule 
which  shall  snpport  diis  construction,  and  prove  that  an  act  of 
Congress,  clothed  in  all  the  formB  which  attend  other  legislative 
acts,  and  passed  in  virtue  of  a  power  conferred  on,  and  exercised 
by  Congress,  as  the  legislature  of  the  Union,  is  not  a  law  of  the 
United  States,  and  does  not  bind  them.  •  .  ,  The  power  vested 
in  Congress,  as  the  legislature  of  the  United  States,  to  legislate 
exclusively  ^within  any  plaee  ceded  by  a  State,  carries  with  it,  as 
an  incident,  the  light  tD  make  that  power  effectuaL  If  a  felon 
escapes  out  of  the  State  in  Tdiieh  the  act  has  been  committed,  the 
government  cannot  pursue  him  into  another  State,  and  apprehend 
him  there,  but  must  demand  him  from  the  executive  power  of 
that  other  State.  If  Congress  were  to  be  considered  merely  as 
the  local  legislature  for  the  fort  or  other  place  in  which  the  of- 
fense might  be  conmiilted,  tlien  this  principle  would  apply  to 
them  as  to  other  local  legislatures,  and  the  felon  who  shonld 
esca{)e  out  of  tlie  fort,  or  other  place,  in  which  the  felony  may 
have  been  committed,  oould  not  be  apprehended  by  the  marshal, 
but  must  be  demanded  from  the  executive  of  the  State.  But  we 
know  that  the  principle  does  not  apply;  and  the  reason  is,  that 
Congress  is  not  a  local  legislature,  but  exercises  this  particular 
power,  like  all  its  other  powers,  in  its  high  character,  as  the  legis- 
lature of  the  Union.  The  American  people  thought  it  a  necessary 
power,  and  they  conferred  it  for  their  own  henefit.  Being  so  con- 
ferred, it  carries  with  it  all  those  incidental  powers  which  are 
i  necessary  to  its  complete  and  effectual  execution." 

U6  Wh.  264;  5  L.  ed.  257. 
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§  163.  Places  Purchased. 

The  same  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  grants  to  Congress 
exclusive  jurisdiction  over  the  district  to  be  selected  for  the  seat 
of  the  National  Government,  authorizes  Congress  *'  to  ej^ercise 
like  authority  over  all  places  purchased  by  the  consent  of  the  leg- 
islature of  the  State  in  which  the  same  shall  be  for  the  erection 
of  forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dockyards,  and  other  needful 
buildings." 

The  federal  ownership  of  such  tracts  within  the  States  is  to  be 
sharply  distinguished  from  political  jurisdiction  over  them.  This 
latter,  as  the  Constitution  provides,  may  be  obtained  only  when 
the  districts  have  been  acquired  with  the  consent  of  the  States  in 
which  they  are  situated. 

The  language  of  Clause  17  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the 
framers  of  the  Constitution  intended  that  the  General  Govern- 
ment should  or  could  acquire  lands  within  the  States  only  by 
purchase  and  with  the  consent  of  the  States.     In  practice,  how- 
ever, this  consent  has  not  always  been  obtained,  or  been  deemed 
necessary.     But,  in  such  cases,  the  political  jurisdiction  of  the 
State  is  not  ousted,  unless  the  lands  are  used  for  the  purposes  of 
government    In  Fort  Leavenworth  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowe^^  the  court 
say:    "  The  consent  of  the  States  to  the  purchase  of  lands  within 
them  for  the  special  purposes  named  [in  Clause  17]  is    .    .    . 
essential  under  the  Constitution,  to  the  transfer  to  the  General 
Government  with  the  title,  of  political  jurisdiction  and  dominion. 
Where  lands  are  acquired  without  such  consent,  the  possession  of 
the  United  States,  unless  political  jurisdiction  be  ceded  to  them 
in  some  other  way,  is  simply  that  of  an  ordinary  proprietor.    The 
property  in  that  case,  unless  used  as  a  means  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  government,  is  subject  to  the  legislative  authority 
and  control  of  the  States  equally  with  the  property  of  private 
individuals." 

Also,  the  General  Government  is  able  to  acquire  lands  within 
the  States  by  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  a  right 
which  it  may  employ  when  "  necessary  and  proper  "  to  the  exer- 

u  114  U.  S.  525;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  995;  29  L.  ed.  264. 
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cise  of  any  of  its  expressly  given  powers.'*'*  When  thus  obtained, 
the  lands,  like  those  acquired  by  direct  purchase  and  without  the 
consent  of  the  States,  remains  subject  to  the  general  political 
jurisdiction  of  the  States  in  which  they  are  located.  As  property 
of  the  United  States  they  are  not,  however,  subject  to  taxation  by 
the  States.'* 

13  Kohl  V.  United  States,  91  U.  8.  367;  23  L.  ed.  449;  St.  Louis  v.  W.  U. 
Tel.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  92. 

14  Van  Brocklin  v.  Tennessee,  117  U.  S.  151;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  670;  29  L.  ed. 
845. 
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MILITARY    AND    PR£Sia£NTIAL    GOVKBXUEXT    OF    A^Pyn'^^ 

TERRITORY. 

§  164.  Conquest  or  Military  Occupation  does  not  Oftatt  to 
Annex  Territory* 

Mere  conquest,  that  is,  the  occupation  by  militaiy  jforce  of 
foreign  territorr,  is  not  ^nfficiewt  to  ermex  such  tciiitoir  to  the 
State  whose  forces  are  in  possession  of  it.  However,  for  the  time 
being,  as  a  belligerent  right,  and  from  necessity,  the  entire  control 
of  this  area,  its  government,  and  the  life  and  property  of  its  in- 
habitants are  in  the  hands  of  the  victorious  power.  The  inhabit- 
ants are  no  longer  protected  by  the  State  whose  forces  have  been 
ousted,  and  for  the  time  being  owe  no  allegiance  to  it,  but  owe 
an  allegiance  to  the  State  which  is  in  possession. 

In  the  quite  early  case  of  United  States  v.  Kice^  the  doctrine 
of  military  possession  is  discussed  with  reference  to  the  port  of 
Castine,  ilaiue,  which,  for  a  time  during  the  War  of  1812,  was 
in  possession  of  the  British  military  forces,  but  after  peace  was 
restored,  and  returned  to  the  United  States.  The  court  say:  "It 
appears,  by  the  pleadings,  that  on  the  first  day  of  September, 
1814,  Castine  was  captured  by  the  enemy,  and  remained  In  his 
exclusive  possession,  under  the  command  and  control  of  his  mili- 
tary and  naval  forces,  until  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  of 
peace  in  February,  1815.  ...  By  the  conquest  and  military 
occupation  of  Castine,  the  enemy  acquired  that  firm  possession 
which  enabled  him  to  exercise  the  fullest  rights  of  sovereignty 
over  that  place.  The  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  over  the 
territory  was,  of  course,  suspended,  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  could  no  longer  be  rightfully  enforced  there,  or  be  obliga 
tory  upon  the  inhabitants  who  remained  and  submitted  to  the 
conquerors.  By  the  surrender  the  inhabitants  passed  under  a 
temporary  allegiance  to  the  British  Government,  and  were  bound 
by  such  laws,  and  such  only,  as  it  chose^  recognize  and  impose, 

1  4  VVh.  246 ;  4  L.  ed.  562. 

[380] 


GrOVERiJOIENT   OF   ACQUIRED    TERRITORY.  381 

fTom  the  nature  of  the  csase,  bo  other  laws  could  be  obligatory 
upcai  them,  ior  where  there  i»  no  protection  or  allegiance  or  sot- 
ereigzttj,  there  e^n  be  no  eiaim  to  obedience.  Castine  was^,  there- 
fore, during  this  period,  so  far  as^  respected  our  revenue  laws,  to 
be  deemed  a  foreign  port ;  and  goods  imported  into  it  by  the  in- 
habitants were  subject  to  such  duties  only  as  the  British  Govern- 
ment chose  to  require.  Such  goods  were  in  no  correct  s^ise 
imported  into  the  United  States.  The  subsequent  evacuation  by 
the  enemy,  and  resumption  of  authority  by  the  United  States,  did 
not,  and  could  not,  change  the  character  of  the  previous  trans- 
jKtions»" 

In  Eleming  v.  Page?  the  question  arose  whether  duties  levied 
upon  goods  entering  the  United  States  frowi  the  port  of  Tampico, 
at  the  time  it  was  in  the  military  possession  of  the  United  States, 
were  properly  levied  under  the  Act  of  Congress  which  imposed 
duties  upon  goods  imported  from  a  foreign  country.  Taney,  who 
rendered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  The  Mexican  authori- 
ties had  been  driven  out,  or  had  submitted  to  our  army  and  navy 
and  the  country  was  in  the  exclusive  and  firm  possession  of  the 
United  States  and  governed  by  the  military  authorities,  acting 
under  the  orders  of  the  President.  But  it  does  not  follow  that 
it  was  a  part  of  the  United  States,  or  that  it  ceased  to  be  a  foreign 
country,,  in.  the  sense  in  which  these  words  are  used  in  the  acts  of 
Congress.  The  country  in  question  had  been  conquered  in  war. 
But  the  genius  and  character  of  onr  institutions  are  peaceful  and 
the  power  to  declare  war  was  not  conferred  Tipon  Congress  for 
tibe  purposes  of  agr^ression  or  aggrandizement,  but  to  enable  the 
Gr^ieral  Government  to  vindicate  bv  amis,  if  it  should  become 
neceffiary,  its  own  rights  and  the  rights  of  its  citizens.  A  war, 
therefore^  dodared  by  Congress  can  never  be  presumed  to  be  waged 
for  the  purpose  of  conquest  or  the  acquisition  of  territory;  nor 
does  the  law  declaring  the  war  imply  an  authority  to  the  President 
to  enlarge  the  limits  of  the  United  States  by  subjugating  the 
enemy's  territory.  The  United  States,  it  is  true,  may 
enlarge     its    boundaries     by     conquest     or     treaty     and     may 

»^  How.  603;  13  L.  ed.  276. 
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demand  the  cession  of  territory  as  a  condition  of  peace 
in  order  to  indemnify  its  citizens  for  the  injuries  the; 
have  suffered,  or  to  reimburse  the  government  for  the  espmae  of 
the  war ;  but  this  can  be  done  only  by  the  treaty-making  power  or 
the  legislative  authority,  and  is  not  a  part  of  the  power  conferred 
upon  the  President  by  the  declaration  of  war.  His  dutf  and 
power  are  purely  military.  •  •  •  lie  may  invade  the  hostile 
country  and  subject  it  to  the  sovereignty  and  authority  of  the 
United  States;  but  his  conquests  do  not  enlarge  the  boundaria 
of  this  Union  nor  extend  the  operations  of  our  institutions  and 
laws  beyond  the  limits  before  assigned  to  them  by  the  legislative 
power.  It  is  true,  that,  when  Tampico  had  been  captured,  and 
the  State  of  Tamaulipas  subjugated,  other  nations  were  bound  to 
regard  the  country,  while  our  possession  continued,  as  the  terri- 
tory of  the  United  States,  and  to  respect  it  as  such.  For,  by  the 
laws  and  usages  of  nations,  conquest  is  a  valid  title,  while  the 
victor  maintains  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  conquered  country. 
The  citizens  of  no  other  nation,  therefore,  had  a  right  to  enter 
it  without  the  permission  of  the  American  authorities,  nor  to  hold 
intercourse  with  its  inhabitants,  nor  to  trade  with  them.  As 
regarded  all  other  nations,  it  was  a  part  of  the  United  States,  and 
belonged  to  them  as  exclusively  as  the  territory  included  in  our 
established  boundaries.  But  yet  it  was  not  a  part  of  this  Union. 
For  every  nation  which  acquires  territory  by  treaty  or  conquest, 
holds  it  according  to  its  own  institutions  and  laws.  And  the  rela- 
tion in  which  the  port  of  Tampico  stood  to  the  United  States  while 
it  was  occupied  by  their  arms  did  not  depend  upon  the  laws  of 
nations,  but  upon  our  own  Constitution  and  acts  of  Congress. 
The  power  of  the  President  under  which  Tampico  and  the  State 
of  Tamaulipas  were  conquered  and  held  in  subjection  was  simply 
that  of  a  military  commander  prosecuting  a  war  waged  against  a 
public  enemy  by  the  authority  of  his  government.  And  the  country 
from  which  these  goods  were  imported  was  invaded  and  subdued, 
and  occupied  as  the  territory  of  a  foreign  hostile  nation,  as  a 
portion  of  Mexico,  and  was  held  in  possession  in  order  to  distress 
and  harass  the  enemy.    While  it  was  occupied  by  our  troops,  they 
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were  in  an  enemy's  country,  and  not  in  their  own;  the  inhabitants 
were  still  foreigners  and  enemies,  and  owed  to  the  United  States 
nothing  more  than  the  submission  and  obedience,  sometimes  called 
temporary  allegiance,  which  is  due  from  a  conquered  enemy,  when 
he  surrenders  to  a  force  which  he  is  unable  to  resist.  But  the 
boundaries  of  the  United  States,  as  they  existed  when  war  was 
declared  against  Mexico,  were  not  extended  by  the  conquest ;  nor 
could  they  be  regulated  by  the  varying  incidents  of  war,  and  be 
enlarged  or  diminished  as  the  armies  on  either  side  advanced  or 
retreated.  They  remained  unchanged.  And  every  place  which 
was  out  of  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  as  previously  estab- 
lished by  the  political  authorities  of  the  government,  was  still  for- 
eign; nor  did  our  laws  extend  over  it  Tampico  was,  therefore, 
a  foreign  port  when  this  shipment  was  made." 

At  first  it  may  appear  that  the  doctrine  declared  in  Fleming  v. 
Page  is  not  in  harmony  with  that  uttered  in  United  States  v. 
Rice;  for  in  the  former  case  it  was  held  that  mere  military  occu- 
pation was  not  sufficient  to  annex  the  territory  occupied  by  the 
United  States;  whereas,  in  the  latter  case,  it  was  declared  that 
military  occupation  by  the  forces  of  another  State  did  operate 
to  render  the  port  foreign  to  the  United  States.  If  these  two  de- 
cisions had  been  given  by  an  international  tribunal,  or  had  had 
reference  to  the  status  of  the  territories  received  internationally, 
they  undoubtedly  would  have  been  inharmonious.  For,  looked  at 
from  the  international  side,  a  country  belongs  to  that  power 
which  is  in  effective  control  of  it  Therefore,  thus  viewed, 
Castine  belonged  to  Great  Britain  while  its  military  forces  were 
in  paramount  control  of  it.  In  like  manner,  Tampico,  viewed 
internationally,  was  a  part  of  the  United  States,  and  other  States 
would  have  held  the  United  States  responsible  for  anything  that 
might  have  occurred  there  while  it  was  in  possession.  But  when, 
as  was  the  case  both  in  United  States  v.  Rice  and  Fleming  v. 
Page,  the  question  was  purely  one  of  domestic  municipal  law,  it 
was  within  the  province  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  determine  in 
each  case  the  status  of  the  territory  concerned  according  to  the 
peculiar  municipal  or  constitutional  law  which  it  was  interpreting 
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and  apfJjiBg:  Is  other  words^  in  the  Fleming'  y»  P^gi^  cue  tk 
Supreme  Court  would  not  have  heeiL  justified  in  dcelaiiog  ty 
Tampico  did  not^  dmring^  Amencan  occuprnmcVy  b^ng  to  tbe 
United  States  in  an  istanatienal  s«iae ;  whereas  it  was  jiistiM 
in  holding  that  from  the  viewpoint  of  Amerscan  conatitntifiittl 
law  it  waa  not  a  part  of  th&  United  States,  any  more  than,  for 
example,  was  Culia  during  the  time  of  its  administration  bj 
American  anthorities.^ 

In  Neely  v.  Ilenkel,*  with  refetoace  to  the  status  of  Cak, 
during  the  American  oecupation,  the  Supreme  Court  say:  '^Cnbt 
is  none  the  less  foreign  territory,  within  the  meanii^  of  the  act 
of  Congresa,  because  it  is  under  a  military  governor  ^>poiiited 
by  and  representing  the  Presidtfat  in  the  work  of  assisting  the 
inhabitants  of  that  island  to  establish  a  government  of  tlmr  own, 
uiuler  which,  as  a  free  and  independent  people,  they  may  ooatrol 
their  own   affairs  without   interference  by  other  nations     TJie 

J  In  De  Lima  t.  BidwplI  (182  U.  a  I;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  743;  45  L  ei 
1041)  the  court  snTr  "It  is  not  intended  to  intimftte  that  iht  cmts  of 
Unitod  States  v.  Kice  and  Fleming  v.  Page  are  not  harmoniou&  In  M 
ihvy  are  jx^rfoctly  con«iist<^nt  wiTh  each  other.  In  the  first  case  ft  was  merelr 
held  that  duties  could  not  be  collected  upon  goods  brought  into  a  demestie 
port:  during  a  temporary  occupation  by  the  enemT,  tbougfa  the  enemy  snbse 
quently  evacuated  it :  in  the  latter  ca.se,  that  the  temporary  miUtary  occupa- 
tion by  the  United  States  of  a  foreign  port  did  not  make  it  a  domestic  port, 
and  that  gnods  imported  into  the  United  States  from  that  port  were  still 
subject  to  duty.  It  would  have  been  obviously  unjust  in  the  Rice  ease  to 
impose  a  duty  upon  goods  which  might  already  have  paid  a  duty  to  tb« 
British  commander.  It  would  have  been  equally  unjust  in  the  Fleming  case 
to  exempt  the  goods  from  duty  by  reason  of  our  temporary  occupation  of  the 
port  without  a  formal  cession  of  such  port  to  the  Unite*l  States*" 

This  reasoning,  based  simply  on  principles  of  justice  or  expediency,  hardly 
seems  convincing,  but  that  the  two  cases  are  not  necessarily  inharmonious  has 
been  shown  above  in  tlie  text. 

Tlie  dissenting  justices  in  the  De  Lima  caae^  however,  held  thai  the  two 
cases  were  harmonious,  but  not  upon  the  grounds  stated  by  the  majority. 
Tliat  which,  in  their  opinion,  justified  the  court  in  holding  in  the  Fleming 
case  that  Tampico  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  United  States  tariff  lavrs 
was  because  Congjress  had  not  so  legislated  as  to  bring  it  wi:M]t  a  collection 
district  or  to  establish  a  custom  house  there.  "At  Caatine»"  they  say,  "the 
instrumentalities  of  tlie  custom  laws  had  been  divested,  at  Tampico  they 
had  not  been  invested." 

4  180  U.  S.  109;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  302;  45  L.  ed.  448. 
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occupancy  of  the  island  by  troops  of  the  United  States  was  the 
necessary  result  of  the  war.  The  result  could  not  have  been 
avoided  by  the  United  States  consistently  with  the  principles  of 
international  law  or  with  its  obligations  to  the  people  of  Cuba. 
It  is  true  that  as  between  Spain  and  the  United  States  —  indeed, 
as  between  the  United  States  and  all  foreign  nations  —  Cuba, 
upon  the  cessation  of  hostilities  with  Spain  and  after  the  treaty 
of  Paris,  was  to  be  treated  as  if  it  were  conquered  territory.  But 
as  between  the  United  States  and  Cuba  that  island  is  territory 
held  in  trust  for  the  inhabitants  of  Cuba,  to  whom  it  rightfully 
belongs,  and  to  whose  exclusive  control  it  will  be  surrendered 
when  a  stable  government  shall  have  been  established  by  their 
voluntary  action.'' 

In  Dooley  v.  United  States,'  one  of  the  '*  Insular  Cases  "  de- 
cided in  1901,  the  doctrine  of  Fleming  v.  Page  is  applied  in  fixing 
the  status  of  Porto  Rico  while  under  the  military  government  of 
the  United  States,  but  prior  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  of 
peace  ceding  the  island  to  the  United  States.  The  court  say: 
^*  During  this  period  the  United  States  and  Porto  Rico  were  still 
foreign  countries  with  respect  to  each  other,  and  the  same  right 
which  authorized  us  to  exact  duties  upon  merchandise  imported 
from  Porto  Rico  to  the  United  States  authorized  the  military 
commander  in  Porto  Rico  to  exact  duties  upon  goods  imported 
into  the  island  from  the  United  States*  The'faxjt  that,  notwith- 
standing the  military  occupation  of  the  United  States,  Porto  Rico 
remained  a  forrign  country  within  the  revenue  laws,  is  established 
by  the  case  of  Fleming  v.  Page."  * 

i  182  U.  S.  222;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  762;  45  L.  ed.  1074. 

•  President  McKinley  iras  criticized,  and  with  justice,  for  issuing  on 
December  21,  1898,  that  is,  onr  a  date  prior  to  the  ratification  of  the  treaty 
with  Spain  ceding  the  Philippines,  an  executive  order  in  which  he  declared: 
"  With  the  signature  of  the  treaty  of  peace  between  the  United  States  and 
Spain  by  their  respective  plenipotentiaries  at  Paris  on  the  10th  instant,  and 
as  the  result  of  the  victories  of  American  arms,  the  future  control,  disposition, 
and  government  of  the  Philippine  Islands  are  ceded  to  the  United  States. 
In  fulfilment  of  the  rights  of  sovereignty  thus  acquired,  etc."  The  treaty 
was  not  ratified  by  the  treaty-making  power  of  the  United  States  until  the 
following  February,  and  did  not  go  into  effect  until  April  11,  18W. 

25 
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§  166.  Authority  of  De  Facto  Governments. 

The  government  established  and  maintained  by  one  State  in 
military  possession  of  territory  of  another,  is,  of  course,  a  de  {acid 
one,  but  de  facto  in  a  somewhat  different  sense  from  that  of  & 
government  established  as  a  result  of  a  rebellion  or  civil  war. 
But  in  either  case  the  authority  of  the  de  facto  government  is  to 
an  extent  at  least  recognized.  This  is  adverted  to  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  Thorington  v.  Smith^  in  passing  upon  the  status  of  the 
Confederate  Government  established  during  the  Civil  War.* 

T  8  Wall.  1 ;  19  L.  ed.  361. 

•  The  court  say :  **  There  are  several  degrees  of  what  is  caUed  de  facto 
government.  Such  a  government,  in  its  highest  degree,  assumes  a  character 
very  closely  resen^ling  that  of  a  lawful  government.  This  is  when  tba 
usurping  government  expels  the  regular  authorities  from  their  customuy 
seats  and  functions,  and  establishes  itself  in  their  place,  and  so  becomes  ttte 
actual  government  of  a  country.  The  distinguishing  characteristic  of  such 
a  government  is,  that  adherents  to  it  in  war  against  the  government  de  jur$ 
do  not  incur  the  penalties  of  treason;  and  under  certain  limitations,  obliga- 
tions assumed  by  it  in  behalf  of  the  coxintry,  or  otherwise,  will,  in  general, 
be  respected  by  the  government  de  jure  when  restored.  It  is  very  certain  that 
the  Confederate  Government  was  never  acknowledged  by  the  United  States  as 
a  de  facto  government  in  this  sense.  Nor  was  it  acknowledged  as  such  by 
other  powers.  No  treaty  was  made  with  it  by  any  civilized  State.  Ko 
obligations  of  a  national  character  were  created  by  it,  binding  after  its 
dissolution,  on  the  States  which  it  represented,  or  on  the  National  Government 
From  a  very  early  period  of  the  Civil  War  to  its  close,  it  was  regarded  as 
simply  tlie  military  representative  of  the  insurrection  against  the  authority 
of  the  United  States. 

But  there  is  another  description  of  government,  called  also  by  publicists  a 
government  de  facto,  but  which  might,  perhaps,  be  more  aptly  denominated  a 
government  of  paramount  force.  Its  distinguishing  characteristics  are  (1) 
that  its  existence  is  maintained  by  active  military  power  within  the  Terri- 
tories, and  against  the  rightful  authority  of  an  established  and  lawful 
government;  and  (2)  that  while  it  exists,  it  must  necessarily  be  obeyed  in 
civil  matters  by  private  citizens  who,  by  acts  of  obedience,  rendered  in  sub- 
mission to  such  force,  do  not  become  responsible,  as  wrongdoers,  for  those 
acts,  though  not  warranted  by  the  laws  of  the  rightful  government.  Actual 
governments  of  this  sort  are  established  over  districts  differing  greatly  iu 
extent  and  conditions.  They  are  usually  administered  directly  by  militaiy 
authority,  but  they  may  be  administered  also  by  civil  authority,  supported 
more  or  less  directly  by  military  force.  One  example  of  this  sort  of  govern- 
ment is  found  in  the  case  of  Castine,  in  Maine,  reduced  to  British  possession 
during  the  war  of  1812.  ...  A  like  example  is  found  in  the  case  of 
Tampico,  occupied  during  the  war  with  Mexico  by  the  troops  of  the  United 
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§  166.  Status  of  Conquered  Domestic  Territory. 

In  New  Orleans  v.  New  York  Mail  Steamship  Co.®  was  con- 
sidered the  status  of  territory  of  the  Southern  Confederacy  which 
had  been  conquered  by  the  federal  forces.  The  court  held  that 
the  federal  forces  in  possession  might  exercise  the  same  absolute 
authority  as  in  the  case  of  territory  conquered  from  a  foreign 
Stiate.^^ 

States.  It  was  determined  by  this  court,  in  Fleming  v.  Page  (9  How.  603; 
13  L.  ed.  276),  that  although  Tampico  did  not  become  a  port  of  the  United 
States  in  consequence  of  that  occupation,  still,  having  come  together  with  the 
whole  State  of  Tamaulipas,  of  which  it  was  part,  into  the  exclusive  possession 
of  the  national  forces,  it  must  be  regarded  and  respected  by  other  nations  as 
the  territory  of  the  United  States.  These  were  cases  of  temporary  possession 
of  territory  by  lawful  and  regular  governments  at  war  with  the  country  of 
which  the  territory  so  possessed  was  part.  The  central  government  estab- 
lished for  the  insurgent  States  differed  from  the  temporary  governments  at 
Castine  and  Tampico  in  the  circumstance  that  its  authority  did  not  originate 
in  lawful  acts  of  regular  war,  but  it  was  not,  on  that  account,  less  actual  or 
less  supreme.  And  we  think  that  it  must  be  classed  among  the  governments 
of  which  these  are  examples.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  rights  and  obliga- 
tions of  a  belligerent  were  conceded  to  it,  in  its  military  character,  very  soon 
after  the  war  began,  from  motives  of  humanity  and  expediency  by  the  United 
States.  The  whole  territory  controlled  by  it  was  thereafter  held  to  be 
enemies'  territory,  and  the  inhabitants  of  that  territory  were  held,  in  most 
respects,  for  enemies.  To  the  extent,  then,  of  actual  supremacy,  however 
unlawfully  gained,  in  all  matters  of  government  within  its  military  lij^es, 
the  power  of  the  insurgent  government  cannot  be  questioned.  That  supremacy 
did  not  justify  acts  of  hostility  to  the  United  States.  How  far  it  should 
excuse  them  must  be  left  to  the  lawful  government  upon  the  re-establishment 
of  its  authority.  But  it  made  obedience  to  its  authority,  in  civil  and  local 
matters,  not  only  a  necessity  but  a  duty.  Without  such  obedience,  civil  order 
wa?  impossible." 

9  20  Wall.  387 ;  22  L.  ed.  354. 

10  << Although  the  City  of  New  Orleans  was  conquered  and  taken  possession 
of  in  a  civil  war  waged  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  put  down  an 
insurrection  and  restore  the  supremacy  of  the  National  Government  in  the 
Confederate  States,  that  government  had  the  same  power  and  rights  in  terri- 
tory held  by  conquest  as  if  the  territory  had  belonged  to  a  foreign  country, 
and  had  been  subjugated  in  a  foreign  war.  The  Prize  Cases,  2  Black,  635; 
17  L.  ed.  459;  Mrs.  Alexander's  Cotton,  2  Wall.  404;  17  L.  ed.  915; 
Mauran  v.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Wall.  1 ;  18  L.  ed.  836.  In  such  cases  the  conquering 
power  has  a  right  to  displace  the  pre-existing  authority,  and  to  assume,  to 
such  extent  as  it  may  deem  proper,  the  exercise  by  itself  of  all  the  powers 
and  functions  of  government.  It  may  appoint  all  the  necessary  officers  and 
clothe   them  with   designated   powers,    larger  or   smaller,   according   to    its 
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§  167.  Presidential  Govermncnts, 

In  184(1,  daring  tbe  war  with  Mexico,  the  United  Sutesnili- 
tary  forces  took  possession  of  Upper  California.  In  1847  tke 
President  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  amiv  and  narr  aatIM^ 
ised  the  establishment,  by  the  military  commanders,  of  a  eivil  aad 
military  government  for  the  conquered  territory.  This  was  Awe. 
In  Cross  V.  Ilarrison^^  the  question  was  raised  whether  this  gsr- 
emment  might  lawfully  continue  its  existence  after  the  date  d 
the  treaty  of  peace  hy  which  the  territory  was  formally  annexed 
to  the  United  States,  and  until  Congress  had  legislated  for  its 
government  In  deciding  this  in  the  affirmative,  the  court  said: 
"  The  territory  had  been  ceded  as  a  conquest,  and  was  to  he  p»" 
served  and  governed  as  such  until  the  sovereignty  to  which  it  haA 
passed  had  legislated  for  it  That  sovereignty  was  the  United 
States,  under  the  Constitution,  by  which  pow^  had  been  given  to 
Congress  to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations 
respecting  the  territory  or  other  property  belonging  to  the  United 
States,  with  the  power  also  to  admit  new  States  into  this  Union, 
with  only  such  limitations  as  are  expressed  in  the  section  in  which 
this  power  is  given.  The  government  of  which  Colonel  Mason  was 
the  executive,  had  its  origin  in  the  lawful  exercise  of  a  bdligerent 
right  over  a  conquered  territory.  It  has  been  instituted  during 
the  war  by  the  command  of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
It  was  the  government  when  the  Territory  was  ceded  as  a  eon- 

pleAAure.     It  may  prescribe  tlie  revenues  to  be  paid,  and  apply  them  to  its 
own  use  or  otlierwiso.     It  may  do  aiiytliing  necessary  to  strengthen  itself  and 
weaken  the  enemy.     There  is  no  limit  to  the  power*  that  may  be  exerted  in 
such  cases,  save  those  which  are  found  in  the  laws  and  usages  of  war.    These 
principles  have  tJie  banetiou  of  all  publicists  who  have  considered  the  subjeei. 
They  have  'been  repeatedly   recognized  and  applied  by  this  court.     Cross  t. 
Harrison.  16  How.  164;  14  L.  ed.  889;  Leitensdorfer  v.  Webb,  20  How.  176; 
15  L.  ed.   891;   The  Grapeshot,   9   Wall    129;    19   L.  ed.  651.     In  the  caae 
last  cited  the  President  had,  by  Proclamation,  established  in  Xew  Oriels  & 
Provisional   Court  for  the  State  of   Louisiana,  and  de&ned   ita  jurisdiction. 
This  court  held  the  Proclamation  a  rightful  exercise  of  the  power  of  the 
Executive,  the  court  valid,  and  its  decrees  binding  upon  the  narties  brought 
heiure  it.    In  such  cases  the  laws  of  war  take  the  place  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  United  States  as  applied  in  time  of  peace.'* 
u  16  How.  164;  14  L.  ed.  889. 
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quest,  and  it  did  not  cease,  us  a  matter  of  course,  or  as  a  necessary 
consequence  of  the  restoration  of  peaca  The  President  mi^t 
have  dissolved  it  by  withdrawing  the  army  and  navy  c^icexs  who 
administered  it,  but  he  did  not  do  so.  Congress  could  have  put 
an  end  to  it,  but  that  was  not  done.  The  right  inference  from  the 
inaction  of  both  is,  that  it  was  meant  to  be  continued  until  it  had 
been*legislatively  changed.  Xo  presumption  of  a  contrary  inten- 
tion  can  be  madew  Whatever  may  have  been  the  causes  of  delay, 
it  must  be  presumed  that  the  delay  was  consistent  wnth  the  true 
policy  of  the  government.  And  the  more  so  as  it  was  continued 
until  the  people  of  the  territory  met  in  convention  to  form  a  state 
government,  which  was  subsequently  recognized  by  Congress 
under  its  powers  to  admit  new  States  into  the  Union/' 

The  government  maintained  by  the  President  over  a  conquered 
territory  being  belligerent,  is,  as  is  stated  in  the  paragraph  quoted 
above,  absolute  in  character,  according  to  the  general  doctrines 
of  international  law  regarding  military  occupation :  "  It  may  do 
anything  necessary  to  strengthen  itself  and  weaken  the  enemy. 
There  is  no  limit  to  the  powers  that  may  be  exerted  in  such  cases^ 
save  those  which  are  found  in  the  laws  and  usages  of  war."  *^ 

u  WTien,  after  the  capitulation  of  tlie  Spanish  forces  in  Santiago,  Ccim,  tt» 
xnilitaiy  forces  of  the  United  States  took  possession  of  the  eastern  part  of  the 
province,  the  President  instmcted  the  military  commander,  inler  nliay  as  fol- 
lows: **Tlie  first  effect  of  the  military  occupation  of  the  enemy's  territory 
is  the  severance  of  the  former  political  relations  of  the  inhabitants  and  the 
establishment  of  a  Hew  political  power.  Under  this  changed  condition  of 
things  the  inhabitants,  so  long  as  they  perform,  their  duti^,  are  entitled  to 
security  in  their  persons  and  property  and  in  all  their  rights  and  relations. 
All  persons  who  either  by  active  aid  or  by  honest  submission, 
eo-operate  with  the  United  States  to  give  effect  to  this  beneficent  purpose  will 
receive  the  reward  of  its  support  and  protection.  Our  occupation  should  be 
as  free  from  severity  as  possible.  Though  the  powers  of  the  military  occupant 
are  absolute  and  supreme  and  immediately  operate  upon  the  political  con- 
dition of  the  inhabitants,  the  municipal  laws  of  the  conquered  territory,  such 
as  affect  private  rights  of  persons  and  property  and  provide  for  the  punish- 
ment of  crime,  are  considered  as  continuing  in  force,  so  far  as  they  are  com- 
patible with  the  new  order  of  things,  until  they  are  suspended  or  superseded 
by  the  occupying  belligerent;  and  in  practice  they  are  not  usually  abrogated, 
but  are  allowed  to  remain  in  force  and  to  be  administered  by  the  ordinary 
tribunals,  substantially  as  they  were  before  occupation.  '  This  enlightened 
practice  is,  so  far  as  possible,  to  be  adhered  to  on  the  present  occasion.    Tim 
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We  have  seen  from  the  preceding  cases  that  the  power  of 
President,  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  army  and  navy,  is  prac- 
tically absolute  over  conquered   territory.      And   also,  that  this 
power  persists  after  the  formal  annexation  of  the  territory  in 
question  to  the  United  States  and  until  Congress  legislates  for  its 

judges  and  other  oflicials  connected  with  the  administration  of  justice  ipay.  if 
they  accept  the  supremacy  of  the  United  States,  continue  to  administer  tk 
ordinary  law  of  the  land,  as  between  man  and  man,  under  the  superrision  ol 
the  American   commander-in-chief.     Tlie  native  constabulary  will,  so  far  as 
may  he  practicable,  be  preserved.    The  freedom  of  the  people  to  pursue  Oieii 
accustomed  occupation  will  be  abridged  only  when  it  may  be  necessary  to  do 
so.     While  the  rule  of  conduct  of  the  American  commander-in-chief  will  be 
sucli  as  has  just  been  defined,  it  will  be  his  duty  to  adopt  measures  of  a 
diflerent  kind  if,  unfortunately,  the  course  of  the  people  should  render  sncb 
measures  indispensable  to  the  maintenance  of  law  and  order.     He  will  then 
possess  the  power  to  replace  or  expel  the  natiye  officials   in  part  or  alto- 
gfther;  to  substitute  new  courts  of  his  own  constitution  for  those  that  now 
exist,  or  to  create  such  new  or  supplementary  tribunals  as  may  be  necesMinr. 
In  the  exercise  of  these  high  powers  the  commander  must  be  guided  by  hii 
judgment  and  his  experience  and  a  high  sense  of  justice.     One  of  the  most 
important  and  most  practical  problems  with  which  it  will  be  necessary  to 
deal  is  that  of  the  treatment  of  property  and  the  collection  and  administra- 
tion of  the  revenues.     It  is  conceded  that  all   public   funds  and   securities 
belonging  to  the  government  of  the  country  in  its  own  right,  and  all  anna 
and  supplies  and  otlier  movable  property  of  such  government,  may  be  seized 
by  the  military  occupant  and  converted  to  his  own  use.     The  real  property 
of  the  State  he  may  hold  and  administer,  at  the  time  enjoying  the  revenues 
thereof,  but  he  is  not  to  destroy  it  save  in  the  case  of  military  necessity. 
All  public  means  of  transportation,  such  as  telegraph  lines,  cables,  railways, 
and  boats,  belonging  to  tlie  State  may  be  appropriated  to  his  use,  but,  unless 
in  case  of  military  necessity,  they  are  not  to  be  destroyed.    All  churches  and 
buildings  devoted  to  religious  worship  and  to  the  arts  and  sciences,  all  school- 
houses,  are,  so  far  as  possible,  to  be  protected,  and  all  destruction  or  inten- 
tional defacement   of  such    places,   of  historical   monuments  or  archives,  or 
works  of  science  or  art  is  prohibited,  save  when  required  by  urgent  military 
necessity.     Private   property,  whether  belonging  to   individuals   or   corpora- 
tions, is  to  be  respected,  and  can  be  confiscated  only  for  cause.     IMeans  of 
transportation,  such  as  telegraph   lines  or  cables,  railways  and  boats,  may, 
although  they  belong  to  private  individuals  or  corporations,  be  seized  by  the 
military  occupant,  but  unless  destroyed  under  military  necessity  are  not  to 
be  retained.     While  it  is  held  to  be  the  right  of  the  conqueror  to  levy  con- 
tributions upon  the  enemy  in  their  seaports,  towns,  or  provinces  which  may 
be  in  his  military  possession  by  conquest,  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  to  defray 
the  expense  of  the  war,  this  right  is  to  be  exercised  within  such  limitations 
that  it  may  not  savor  of  confiscation.     As  the  result  of  military  occupation 
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government.  It  would  appear,  however,  that  during  this  latter 
period,'  the  President's  power  is  not  so  absolute  as  in  the  period 
prior  to  annexation.  Absolute  power,  according  to  American  con- 
stitutional doctrines,  is  only  justified  by  military  necessity,  and, 
therefore,  with  the  cessation  of  hostilities  and  the  annexation  of 
the  territory  by  which  it  is  brought  within  the  general  province 
of  the  American  doctrine,  there  spring  up  certain  limitations 
upon  the  President's  governing  power.^^  The  extent  of  these 
limitations  will  be  discussed  in  a  later  chapter  dealing  with 
martial  and  military  law,  and  with  the  doctrines  laid  down  by 
the  Supreme  Court  in  the  "  Insular  Cases  "  determining  the  po- 
litical status  and  the  civil  rights  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  islands 
acquired  in  1898  from  Spain. 

the  taxes  and  duties  payable  by  the  inhabitants  to  the  former  government 
become  payable  to  the  military  occupant,  unless  he  sees  fit  to  substitute  for 
them  other  rates  or  modes  of  contribution  to  the  expenses  of  the  government. 
The  moneys  so  collected  are  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  expenses 
of  government  under  the  military  occupation,  such  as  the  ealaries  of  the  judges 
and  the  police,  and  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  army.  Private 
property  taken  for  the  use  of  the  army  is  to  be  paid  for,  when  possible,  in 
cash  at  a  fair  valuation,  and  when  payment  in  cash  is  not  possible  receipts 
are  to  be  given.  All  ports  and  places  in  Cuba  which  may  be  in  the  actual 
possession  of  our  land  and  naval  forces  will  be  opened  to  the  commerce  of  all 
neutral  nations,  as  well  as  our  own,  in  articles  not  contraband  of  war,  upon 
pajrment  of  the  prescribed  rates  of  duty  which  may  be  in  force  at  the  time  of 
the  importation."  Moore  Digest  of  Int,  Law,  VII,  §  1143.  The  order  was 
issued  July  18,  1898. 

13  See,  for  example,  the  language  of  the  court  in  Doolcy  v.  United  States, 
182  U.  S.  222;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  762;  45  L.  ed.  1074. 


CHAPTER   XXVIII. 
THE  axnexahox  of  territory  by  treaty. 

§  168.  CongrcMional  Action  not  Needed  to  Complete  Annen- 
tiao  of  Territoiy  Acqwked  by  Treaty. 

That,  under  the  treaty-making  pow«r  provided  in  tke  Confftita- 
tion,  a  foreign  country  may  be  brought  under  the  sovereignty  of 
the  United  Stated,  and  thus,  from  the  viewpoint  of  internati(»ri 
law,  become  a  part  of  it,  is,  as  we  have  seen,  beyond  qnestioB. 
In  De  Lima  v.  Bidwell/  one  of  the  "  Insular  C«see,^  dedded  ia 
1901,  was  urged  the  point,  however,  that,  before  Boeh  an  anneiei 
territory  can  become  "  domestic  '■  territory  and  as  such  be 
brought,  ipso  facto,  under  the  operation  of  tlie  federal  laws  gea- 
erally,  an  act  of  Congress  to  that  effect  is  necessary. 

Prior  to  tliis  De  Lima  case,  this  question  had  been  several  times 
raised,  esj^ecially  with  reference  to  the  immediate  a,pplicftbility  of 
the  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States  to  annexed  territories,  but 
had  never  been  tlioroughly  discussed,  nor  had  administrative  prac- 
tice always  been  harmonious  with  judicial  prouounc^nentfi,  or 
these  judicial  pronouncements  harmonious  with  one  another. 

In  Fleming  v.  Page,*  decided  in  1850,  it  was  held,  as  we  have 
seen,  that  conquest  and  military  occupation  of  a  foreign  district 
did  not,  ipfio  facio,  make  that  district  a  part  of  the  United  JStates, 
and,  therefore,  that  duties  were  properly  levied  upon  goods  im- 
ported therefrom  into  the  United  States  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress imposing  duties  upon  imports  from  foreign  countries. 
Taney,  however,  in  his  opinion  went  further  than  the  facts  of  the 
case  necessitated,  and  adverted  to  the  circumstance  that  the  ad- 
ministrative department  of  the  government  had,  as  a  rule,  con- 
tinued to  treat  territory  acquired  by  treaty  as  foreign  until 
Congress  by  legislation  had  extended  over  it  its  revenue  laws.' 

1  182  U.  S.  1;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  743;  45  L.  ed.  1041. 
a  9  How.  603 ;  13  L.  ed.  276. 

J  He   said:     "This   construction   of   the   revenue   laws   has   been  uniformly 
given  by  the  administrative  department  of  the  government  in  every  case  that 

[392] 
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§  169.  Cross  V.  Harrison. 

In  Cross  v.  Ilarrison,^  however,  deoided  in  1853,  it  was  held 
by  a  unanimous  court,  including  Chief  Justice  Taney  himself, 
that  by  the  ratification  of  the  trea^  of  1848  between  Mexico  and 
the  United  States,  California  became  a  part  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  tariff  laws  of  the  United  States  then  in  force  ipso  facto 
applicable  to  it. 

The  treaty  which  fixed  the  boundary  between  Mexico  and  the 
United  States  was  ratified  May  30,  1848.  The  de  facto  military 
government  continued  in  force  after  this  date,  but,  after  official 

has  come  before  it.  And  it  has,  indeed,  been  given  in  cases  where  there 
appears  to  have  been  stronger  ground  for  regarding  the  place  of  shipment  as 
a  domestic  port.  For  after  Florida  had  been  ceded  to  the  United  States,  and 
the  forces  of  the  United  States  had  taken  possession  of  Pensacola,  it  was 
decided  by  the  Treasury  Department,  that  goods  imported  from  Pensacola 
before  an  act  of  Congress  was  passed  erecting  it  into  a  collection  district, 
and  authorizing  the  appointment  of  a  collector,  were  liable  to  duty.  That  is, 
although  Florida  had  by  cession,  actually  become  a  part  of  the  United 
States,  and  was  in  our  possession,  yet  under  our  revenue  laws,  its  port|  must 
be  regarded  as  foreign  until  they  were  cstablislied  as  domestic  by  act  of 
Congress ;  and  it  appears  that  this  decision  was  sanctioned  at  the  time  by  the 
Attorney-General  of  the  United  States,  the  law  officer  of  the  government. 
And,  although  not  so  directly  applicable  to  the  case  before  us,  yet  the 
decisions  of  the  Treasury  Department  in  relation  to  Amelia  Island,  and 
certain  ports  in  Louisiana,  after  that  province  had  been  ceded  to  the  United 
States,  were  both  made  upon  the  same  grounds.  And  in  the  latter  case,  after 
a  cu.rtom-house  had  been  established  by  law  at  New  Orleans,  the  collector  at 
that  place  was  instructed  to  regard  as  foreign  porta  Baton  Rouge  and  other 
settlements  still  in  the  possession  of  Spain,  whether  on  the  Mississippi,  Iber- 
ville, or  the  seacoast.  The  department  in  no  instance  that  we  are  aware  of, 
since  the  establishment  of  the  government,  has  ever  recognized  a  place  in  a 
newly-acquired  country  as  a  domestic  port,  from,  which  the  coasting  trade 
might  be  carried  on,  unless  it  had  been  previously  made  so  by  an  act  of 
Congress.  The  principle  thus  adopted  and  acted  upon  by  the  Executive 
Department  of  the  government  has  been  sanctioned  by  the  decisions  in  this 
court  and  the  circuit  courts  whenever  the  question  came  before  them.  We 
do  not  propose  to  comment  upon  the  different  cases  cited  in  the  argument. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  is  no  discrepancy  between  them.  And  all  of 
them,  so  far  as  they  apply,  maintain  that  under  our  revenue  laws  every  port 
is  regarded  as  a  foreign  one,  unless  the  custom-house  from  which  the  vessel 
clears  is  within  a  collection  district  established  by  act  of  Congress,  and  the 
officers  granting  the  clearance  exercise  their  functions  under  the  authority  and 
control  of  the  laws  of  the  United  Statea." 
4  16  How.  1G4;  14  L.  ed.  880. 
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notice  of  the  treaty  was  received,  the  commander  in  charge  ceased 
collocting  the  military  dnties  which  he  had  been  imposing,  and 
substituted  therefor  duties  imposed  by  the  revenue  laws  of  the 
United  States.    He  reported  this  to  the  President  and  his  action 
was  approved.    By  a  letter  of  October  9,  1848,  the  Secretary  of 
War  instructed  the  commander  that  "  the  government  de  fado 
can  of  course  exorcise  no  powers  inconsistent  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  is  the  suprme 
law  of  the  States  and  Territories  of  our  Union.     For  this  reason 
no  import  duties  can  be  levied  in  California  on  articles  of  growth, 
produce,  or  manufacture  of  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United 
States,  and  no  such  duties  can  be  imposed  in  any  part  of  the 
Union  on  the  productions  of  California ;  nor  can  duties  be  charged 
on  such  foreign  productions  as  have  already  paid  duties  in  any 
port  of  the  United  States.^^  * 

B  Tlie  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  also  at  this  time  issued  a  circular  (October 
7,  1848),  in  which  he  declared:  "By  the  treaty  with  Mexico,  California  is 
annexed  to  tliis  Repuhlic,  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  is  ex- 
tended over  that  Territory  and  is  in  full  force  throughout  its  limits."  "Con- 
gress also,"  he  added,  "  hy  several  enactments  subsequent  to  the  ratification  of 
the  treaty,  have  distinctly  recognized  California  as  a  part  of  the  Union,  and 
have  extended  over  it  in  several  particulars  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  following  instructions  are  issued  by  this 
Department : 

*'  First.  All  articles  of  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of  Califomit 
shipped  therefrom  at  any  time  since  the  30th  of  May  last  are  entitled  to 
admission  free  of  duty  into  all  ports  of  the  United  States. 

"  Second.  All  articles  of  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of  the  United 
States  are  entitled  to  admission  free  of  duty  into  California,  as  are  also  all 
foreign  goods  which  are  exempt  from  duty  by  the  laws  of  Congress,  or  on 
which  goods  the  duties  prescribed  by  those  laws  have  been  paid  to  any 
collector  of  the  United  States  previous  to  their  introduction  into  California. 

"Third.  Although  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  extends  to  Cali- 
fornia, and  Congress  has  recognized  it  by  law  as  a  part  of  the  Union  and  legis- 
lated over  it  as  such,  yet  it  is  not  brought  by  law  within  the  limits  of  any 
collection  district,  nor  has  Congress  authorized  the  appointment  of  any  officers 
to  collect  the  revenue  accruing  on  the  import  of  foreign  dutiable  goods  into 
that  territory.  Under  these  circumstances,  although  this  Department  naj 
be  unable  to  collect  the  duties  accruing  on  importations  from  foreign  countries 
into  California,  yet  if  foreign  dutiable  goods  should  be  introduced  there  and 
shipped  thence  to  any  port  or  place  of  the  United  States  they  will  be  subjeot 
to  duty,  as  also  to  all  the  penalties  prescribed  by  law  when  such  importation 
is  attempted  without  payment  of  duties." 
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Acting  in  accordance  with  these  instructions,  the  existing  tariff 
and  navigation  laws  of  the  United  States  were  enforced  by  the 
de  facto  government  In  Cross  v.  Harrison  the  legality  of  this 
action  was  sustained.  In  passing  upon  the  status  and  power  of 
the  government  after  the  treaty  of  peace,  the  court  said :  "  It  was 
urged  that  our  revenue  laws  covered  only  so  much  of  the  territory 
of  the  United  States  as  had  been  divided  into  collection  districts, 
and  that  out  of  them  no  authority  had  been  given  to  prevent  the 
landing  of  foreign  goods,  or  to  charge  duties  upon  them,  though 
such  landing  had  been  made  within  the  territorial  limits  of  the 
United  States.  To  this  it  may  be  successfully  replied  that  collec- 
tion districts  and  ports  of  entry  were  no  more  than  designated 
localities  within  and  at  which  Congress  had  extended  a  liberty 
of  commerce  in  the  United  States,  and  that  so  much  of  its  terri- 
tory as  was  not  within  any  collection  district  must  be  considered  as 
having  been  withheld  from  that  liberty.  It  is  very  well  under- 
stood to  be  a  part  of  the  laws  of  nations,  that  each  nation  may 
designate,  upon  its  own  terms,  the  ports  and  places  within  its 
territory  for  foreign  commerce,  and  that  any  attempt  to  introduce 
foreign  goods  elsewhere  within  its  jurisdiction  is  a  violation  of  its 
sovereignty.  It  is  not  necessary  that  such  should  be  declared  in 
terms,  or  by  any  degree  or  enactment,  the  expressed  allowances 
being  the  limit  of  the  liberty  given  to  foreigners  to  trade  with 
such  nations.  Upon  this  principle,  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right  of 
trade  with  California  with  foreign  goods,  excepting  from  the  per- 
mission given  by  the  United  States  under  the  civil  government 
and  war  tariff  which  had  been  established  there.  And  when  the 
country  was  ceded  as  a  conquest,  by  a  Treaty  of  Peace,  no  larger 
liberty  to  trade  resulted.  By  the  ratifications  of  the  Treaty,  Cali- 
fornia became  a  part  of  the  United  States.  And  as  there  is  noth- 
ing differently  stipulated  in  the  Treaty  with  respect  to  commerce, 
it  became  instantly  bound  and  privil^ed  by  the  laws  which  Con- 
gress had  passed  to  raise  a  revenue  from  duties  on  imports  and 
tonnage.  .  .  .  The  right  claimed  to  land  foreign  goods  within 
the  United  States  at  any  place  out  of  a  collection  district,  if  al- 
lowed, would  be  a  violation  of  that  provision  in  the  Constitution 
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which  enjoins  that  all  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  shall  be  miiform 
throughout  the  United  States.  Indeed,  it  mast  be  very  eietr  tiui 
no  such  right  exists,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  conditioa 
of  California  to  exempt  importers  of  foreign  goods  into  it  fnsn 
the  payment  of  the  same  duties  which  were  chargeable  in  theothtf 
ports  of  the  United  States.  As  to  the  denial  of  the  authority  of 
the  President  to  prevent  the  landing  of  foreign  goods  in  the 
Unitinl  States  out  of  a  collection  district,  it  can  onlv  be  necessarv 
to  say,  if  he  did  not  do  so,  it  would  be  a  neglect  of  his  constitu- 
tional obligation  '  to  tiike  care  that  the  laws  l>e  faithfully  exe- 
cuted.'  ...  In  resi)ect  to  the  suggestion  that  it  has  noi  been 
the  praetiie  of  the  United  States  to  collect  duties  upon  importa- 
tions of  foreign  goods  into  a  ceded  Territor\'  until  Congress  had 
ini^^sed  an  act  for  that  purpose,  counsel  cited  the  cases  of  Louisiana 
aiid  Florida.  The  reply  is,  that  the  facts  in  respect  to  both  have 
not  luen  recollected.  There  was  no  forbearance  in  either  in- 
stance, in  re.si>ect  to  duties  upon  imports,  until  Congress  had 
acted/' 

§  170.  De  Lima  v.  Bidwell. 

In  De  Lima  v.  Bidwell,®  with  reference  to  the  island  of  Porto 
liico,  the  court  held  itself  governed  by  the  doctrine  declared  in 
Cross  V.  Harrison.  It  airreed  with  tlie  declaration  in  Fleming  v. 
Page  that  by  mere  military  occupation  a  .port  did  not  become 
**  domestic/'  and  as  such  subject  to  the  general  revenue  laws  of 
the  I'nitcd  States,  but  with  reference  to  the  dictum  of  Tanev  that 
it  remained  foreign  because  tlie  United  States  customs  laws  had 
not  been  formally  extended  over  it,  the  majority  in  their  opinion 
obser\ed :  ''  While  we  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  conclusion  of  tlie 
court  that  the  port  of  Tampico  was  still  a  foreign  port,  it  is  not 
perceived  why  the  fact  that  there  was  no  act  of  Congress  establish- 
ing a  custom-house  there,  or  authorizing  the  appointment  of  a 
collector,  should  have  jirevented  the  collector^ppointed  by  the 
military  commander  from  granting  the  usual  documents  rexjuired 
to  be  issued  to  a  vessel  engaged  in  the  coasting  trade.    A  collector, 

6  182  U.  S.  1;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  743;  45  L.  €d.  1041. 
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though  appointed  by  a  military  oommander,  may  be  presumed  to 
have  the  ordinary  power  of  a  collector  under  an  act  of  Congress, 
with  authority  to  grant  clearances  to  ports  within  the  United 
States,  though,  of  course,  he  would  have  no  power  to  make  a 
domestic  port  of  what  was  in  realitj'  a  foreign  ix)rt."  ^ 

After  quoting  at  length,  and  with  approval,  from  Cross  v.  Har- 
rison, the  majority  opinion  continues:  "The  opinion,  which  is 
quite  a  long  one,  establishes  the  three  following  propositions: 
(1)  That  under  the  war  power  the  military  governor  of  California 
was  authorized  to  prescril>e  a  scale  of  duties  upon  importations 
from  foreign  countries  to  San  Francisco,  and  to  collect  the  same 
through  a  collector  appointed  by  himself,  until  the  ratification  of 
the  treaty  of  peace.  (2)  That  after  such  ratification  duties  were 
legally  exacted  under  the  tariff  laws  of  the  United  States,  which 
took  effect  immediately.  (3)  That  the  civil  government  estab- 
lished in  California  continued,  from  the  necessities  of  the  case, 
until  Congress  provided  a  territorial  government  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  three  propositions  involve  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that 
California  became  domestic  territory  immediately  upon  the  rati- 
fication of  the  treaty,  or,  to  speak  more  accurately,  as  soon  as  this 
was  officially  known  in  California.  The  doctrine  that  a  port 
ceded  to  and  occupied  by  us  does  not  lose  its  foreign  character 
until  Congress  has  acted  and  a  collector  is  appointed  was  dis- 
tinctly repudiated  with  the  apparent  acquiesence  of  Chief  Jus- 
tice Taney,  who  wrote  the  opinion  in  Fleming  v.  Page,  and  still 
remained  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  court.  The  opinion  does  not 
involve  directly  the  question  at  issue  in  this  ca^e ;  whether  goods 
carried  from  a  port  in  a  ceded  territory  directly  to  Xew  York 
are  subject  to  duties,  since  the  duties  in  Cross  v.  Harrison  were 
exacted  upon  foreign  goods  imported  into  San  Francisco  as  an 
American  port;  but  it  is  impossible  to  escape  the  logical 
inference  from  that  case  that  goods  carried  from  San  Francisco 
to  Xew  York  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  would  not  be 
considered  as  imported  from  a  foreign  country/' 

7  Sec  antpf  p.  384,  for  manner  in  which  the  court  harmonizes  the  doctrine 
stated  in  U.  S.  v.  Rice  with  that  declared  in  Fleming  v.  Page. 
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The  court  then  examines  the  practice  and  rulings  of  the  exec4i- 
tive  department  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  the  status 
of  newly  acquired  territories  prior  to  their  status  being  settled 
by  acts  of  Congress  and  finds  these  rulings  and  practice,  with  the 
single  exception  of  an  order  of  Secretary  of  State  Gallatin  in 
lM):i,  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  position  of  the  court  in  Cross 
V.  Uarrison. 

As  showing  the  construction  put  upon  this  question  by  the 
legislative  department,  the  court  quotes  from  section  2  of  the 
Foraker  Act  establishing  civil  government  in  Porto  Kico,  which 
**  makes  a  distinction  between  foreign  countries  and  Porto  Rico, 
by  enacting  that  the  same  duties  shall  be  paid  upon  '  all  articles 
imported  into  Porto  Rico  from  ports  other  than  those  of  the 
United  States,  which  are  required  by  law  to  be  collected  upon 
articles  imported  into  the  United  States  from  foreign  countries/" 

The  opinion,  then,  summing  up  the  precedents,  says:  "From 
this  resume  of  the  decisions  of  this  court,  the  instructions  of  the 
executive  department,  and  the  above  act  of  Congress,  it  is  evi- 
dent that,  from  1803,  the  date  of  Mr.  Gallatin's  letter,  to  the 
present  time,  there  is  not  a  shred  of  authority,  except  the  dictum 
in  Fleming  v.  Page  (practically  overruled  in  Cross  v.  Harrison), 
for  holding  that  a  district  ceded  to  and  in  the  possession  of  the 
United  States  remains  for  any  purpose  a  foreign  country.  Both 
these  conditions  must  exist  to  produce  a  change  of  nationality  for 
revenue  purposes.  Possession  is  not  alone  sufficient  as  was  held 
in  Fleming  v.  Page;  nor  is  a  treaty  ceding  such  territory  sirffi- 
cienit  without  a  surrender  of  possession.  Keene  v.  IVPDonough, 
8  Pet.  308;  8  L.  ed.  955;  Pollard  v.  Kibbe,  14  Pet  353;  10 
L.  ed.  490;  Hallett  v.  Doe  ex  detn.  Hunt,  7  AJa,  8*99;  The 
Fama,  5  C.  Rob.  106.  The  practice  of  the  executive  departments, 
thus  centinued  for  more  than  half  a  century,'is  entitled  to  great 
weight,  and  should  not  be  disregarded  nor  overturned  except  for 
cogent  reasons,  and  unless  it  be  clear  that  such  construction  be 
erroneous.  United  States  v.  Johnston,  124  U.  S.  236;  8  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  446 ;  31  L.  ed.  389,  and  other  cases  cited." 
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The  court  then  goes  on  to  declare  that  even  were  the  question 
presented  as  an  original  one,  it  would  be  irresistibly  impelled 
to  the  conclusion  which  the  precedents  had  furnished.  This 
result,  it  is  argued,  is  deducible  from  the  fact  that  by  the  Con- 
stitution treaties  equally  with  acts  of  Congress  are  declared  to 
be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  that  one  of  the  ordinary  inci 
dents  of  a  treaty  is  the  cession  of  territory.  ^^  The  territory  thus 
acquired  is  acquired  as  absolutely  as  if  the  annexation  were  made, 
as  in  the  case  of  Texas  and  Hawaii,  by  an  act  of  Congress.^' 

"  The  theory  that  a  country  remains  foreign  with  respect  to  the 
tariff  laws  until  Congress  has  acted  by  embracing  it  within  the 
customs  union  presupposes  that  a  counitry  may  be  domestic  for 
one  purpose  and  foreign  for  another.  It  may  undoubtedly  become 
necessary,  for  the  adequate  administration  of  a  domestic  territory, 
to  pass  a  special  act  providing  the  proper  machinery  and  officers, 
as  the  President  would  have  no  authority,  except  under  the  war 
power,  to  administer  it  himself ;  but  no  act  is  necessary  to  make  it 
domestic  territory  if  once  it  has  been  ceded  to  the  United  States. 
.  .  .  This  theory  also  presupposes  that  territory  may  be  held 
indefinitely  by  the  United  States;  that  it  may  be  treated  in  every 
particular,  except  for  tariff  purposes,  as  domestic  territory;  that 
laws  may  be  enacted  and  enforced  by  officers  of  the  United  States 
sent  there  for  that  purpose ;  that  insurrections  may  be  suppressed, 
wars  carried  on,  revenues  collected,  taxes  imposed;  in  short,  that 
everything  may  be  done  which  a  government  can  do  within  its 
own  boundaries,  and  yet  that  the  territory  may  still  remain  a 
foreign  country.  That  this  state  of  things  may  continue  for  years, 
for  a  century  even,  but  that  until  Congress  enacts  otherwise,  it 
still  remains  a  foreign  country.  To  hold  that  this  can  be  done  as 
matter  of  law  we  deem  to  be  pura  judicial  legislation.  We  find 
no  warrant  for  it  in  the  Constitution  or  in  the  powers  conferred 
upon  this  court.  It  is  true  the  nonaction  of  Congress  may  occa- 
sion a  temporary  inconvenience ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  courts 
of  justice  are  authorized  to  remedy  it  by  inverting  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  words." 
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§  171.  Dooley  ▼.  United  States. 

Applying  the  doctrine  of  De  Lima  v.  Bidwell,  the  Supreme 
Court  in  another  of  the  Insular  Cases  (Dooley  v.  United  States),* 
held  that  though,  after  the  treaty  of  peace  providing  for  the 
annexation  of  Porto  Rico,  the  military  government  might  continue 
until  Congress  should  provide  the  island  ^vith  a  civil  government 
(according  to  the  doctrine  of  Cross  v.  Harrison),  the  island  was 
no  longer  *^  foreign  territory  "  and,  therefore,  under  the  then  exist- 
ing revenue  laws  of  the  United  States,  providing  for  the  levying 
of  customs  duties  on  goods  imported  from  foreign  countries,  that 
duties  might  not  be  levied  upon  importations  into  the  United 
States  from  Porto  Rico,  nor  from  the  United  States  into  that 
island.  With  reference  to  these  latter,  the  court  said :  ''  The 
spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  the  tariff  laws  admits  of  duties 
being  levied  by  a  military  commander  only  upon  importations 
from  foreign  countries;  and,  while  his  power  is  necessarily  des- 
potic, this  must  \ye  understood  rather  in  an  administrative  than 
in  a  legislative  sense.  While  in  legislating  for  a  conquered 
country  he  may  disregard  the  laws  of  that  country,  he  is  nut 
wholly  above  the  laws  of  his  own.  For  instance,  it  is  clear  that, 
while  a  military  commander  during  the  Civil  War  was  in  the 
occupation  of  a  southern  port  he  could  impose  duties  upon  mer- 
chandise arriving  from  abroad,  it  would  hardly  be  contended  ihat 
he  could  also  imjx>se  duties  upon  merchandise  arriving  from 
ports  of  his  own  country.  His  power  to  administer  would  be 
absolute,  but  his  power  to  legislate  would  not  be  without  certain 
restrictions  —  in  other  words,  they  would  not  extend  bevond  the 
necessities  of  the  case.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  The  Admittance 
(Jecker  v.  ilontgomery,  13  How.  498;  14  L.  ed.  240)  it  was 
held  that  neither  the  President  nor  the  military  commander  could 
establish  a  court  of  prize  competent  to  take  jurisdiction  of  a  case 
of  capture,  whose  judgments  would  be  conclusive  in  other  ad- 
miralty courts.  It  was  said  that  the  courts  established  in  ^lexico 
during  the  war  *  were  nothing  more  than  the  agents  of  the  mili- 
tary power,  to  assist  it  in  preserving  order  in  the  conquered  terri- 

8  182  U.  S.  222;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  762;  45  L.  ed.  1074. 
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torj^  and  to  prorteet  the  inhiibitAiita^  in  Ihmv  peraons  and  pi^perty, 
while  it  was  occupied  by  the  ^Vni£riean  amia.  They  were  sub- 
ject to  the  military  power,  and  their  decisions  under  it6  control, 
whenever  the  cofnmanding  officer  thought  prefer  to  interfere 
They  were  not  courts  of  the  United  States^  and  had  no  right  to 
adjudicate  upon  a  (piestion  of  prize  or  no  prize,  although  Con- 
gress, in  the  exercke  of  its  geoeral  authority  in  relation  to  the 
national  courts^  would  have  power  to  validate  their  action*  The 
Graj^eshot,  aub  nom.  The  Grapeshot  v.  Wailerstein,  9  WalL  129, 
19  L.  ed.  651.  So,  too,  in  Mitchell  v.  Harmony  (13  How.  115; 
14  L  ed.  75)  it  was  held  that,  where  the  plaintiff  entered  Mexico 
during  like  war  with  that  country,  under  a  permission  of  the  com- 
mander to  txade  with  the  enemy  and  under  the  sanction  of  the 
executive  power  of  the  United  States,  his  property  would  not  he 
lijrble  to  seizure  b j  law  for  such  trading,  and  that  the  officer  direct- 
ing the  seizure  was  liable  to  an  action  for  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty taken.  To  the  same  effect  is  Mostyn  y.  Fabrigas,  1  Cowp. 
180.  In  Baymcmd  v.  Thomas  (91  U.  S.  712;  23  L.  ei  434)  a 
speciftL  order,  by  the  officer  in  command  of  the  forces  in  the  State 
of  South  Carolina,  annulling  a  decree  rendered  by  a  court  of 
chancery  in  that  State,  was  held  to  be  void.  In  delivering  the 
opinion  Mr.  Justice  Swayne  observed :  *  Whether  Congress  could 
have  conferred  the  power  to  do  such  an  act  is  a  question  we  are 
not  called  upon  to  consider.  It  is  an  unbending  rule  of  law,  that 
the  exercise  of  military  power,  where  the  rights  of  the  citizen 
are  concerned,  shall  never  be  pushed  beyond  what  the  exigency 
requires.'  Without  questioning  at  all  the  original  validity  of  the 
order  imposing  duties  upon  goods  imported  into  Porto  Eico  from 
foreign  countries,  we  think  the  proper  construction  of  that  order 
is  that  it  ceased  to  apply  to  goods  imported  from  the  United  States 
from  the  m(Mnent  the  United  States  ceased  to  be  a  foreign  country 
with  respect  to  Porto  Eico,  and  that,  until  Congress  otherwise  con- 
stitutionally directed,  such  merchandise  was  entitled  to  free 
entry." 

The  same  four  justices  dissented  in  the  Dooley  ease  that  had 
dissented  in  the  De  Lima  case.     The  dissent,  however,  was  not 

26 
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with  reference  to  the  validity  of  the  duties  levied  prior  to  the 
ratification  of  the  treaty  of  peace,  but  only  with  reference  to  those 
exacted  after  that  date.  These,  the  dissentient  judges  held  to 
have  been  validly  levied.  After  summarizing  their  arguments  in 
the  De  Lima  case,  the  dissenting  opinion  declares  that,  inasmacii 
as  the  court  had  just  decided  in  Downes  v.  Bidwell  ^  that,  despite 
the  treaty  of  cession,  Porto  Rico  had  remained  in  a  position  where 
Congress  could  impose  a  tariff  duty  on  goods  coming  from  that 
island  into  the  United  States,  it  should  not  be  held  that  that 
island  ceased  to  be  "  foreign  "  within,  at  least,  the  meaning  of 
the  tariff  laws.  "  The  command  in  tariff  laws,"  reads  the  opinion, 
"  that  import  duties  should  be  collected  on  all  merchandise  com- 
ing from  '  foreign  countries,'  is  but  a  provision  that  they  are  to 
be  levied  on  merchandise  arriving  from  countries  which  are  not 
a  part  of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning  of  the  tariff  laws, 
and  which  are  hence  subject  to  such  duties.  It  must  follow  that, 
as  long  as  a  locality  is  in  a  position  where  it  is  subject  to  the 
power  of  Congress  to  levy  an  import  tariff  duty  on  merchandise 
coming  from  that  country  into  the  United  States,  such  country 
must  be  a  foreign  country  within  the  meaning  of  the  tariff  laws." 
In  the  case  The  Diamond  Rings,^®  decided  in  1901,  the  court 
applied  the  doctrine  of  De  Lima  v,  Bidwell  in  fixing  the  statua 
of  the  Philippine  Islands  subsequent  to  the  treaty  of  cession.  The 
fact  that  resistance  on  the  part  of  the  natives  to  the  control  of 
the  United  States  continued  to  be  made,  was  held  to  be  without 
weight.^^ 

•  181  U.  S.  244;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  45  L.  ed.  1088. 

10  183  U.  S.  176;  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  59;  46  L.  ed.  138. 

n  "  The  Philippines,  like  Porto  Rico,  became,  by  virtue  of  the  treaty,  ceded 
conquered  territory,  or  territory  ceded  by  way  of  indemnity.  The  territory 
ceased  to  be  situated  as  Castine  was  when  occupied  by  the  British  forces  in 
the  war  of  1812,  or  as  Tampico  was  when  occupied  by  the  troops  of  the 
United  States  during  the  Mexican  war,  'cases  of  temporary  possession  of 
territory  by  lawful  and  regular  governments  at  war  with  the  country  of  which 
the  territory  so  possessed  was  a  part.'  Thorington  v.  Smith,  8  Wall.  1;  19 
L.  ed.  361.  The  Philippines  were  not  simply  occupied,  but  acquired,  and 
having  been  granted  and  delivered  to  the  United  States,  by  their  former 
master,  were  no  longer  under  the  sovereignty  of  any  foreign  nation.  .  .  . 
The  sovereignty  of  Spain  over  the  Philippines  and  possession  under  claim  of 
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§  172.  Duties  of  President  Prior  to  Congressional  Action. 

The  absolute  power  of  Congress  to  determine  the  political  or 
governmental  rights  in  annexed  territories  constitutionally  at- 
taches from  the  moment  that  they  become  subject  to  the  sover- 
eignty of  the  United  States.  Until  Congress  exercises  this  right, 
however,  and  provides  them  with  governments  and  laws,  they 
remain  imder  the  control  of  the  federal  executive.  This  duty 
devolves  upon  the  President  as  a  result  from  his  general  obliga- 
tion to  see  that  the  authority  and  peace  of  the  United  States  are 
everywhere  maintained  throughout  its  territorial  limits.  Thus, 
after  the  treaty  of  peace  with  Spain  in  1899,  Porto  Rico  remained 
under  the  control  of  the  President  until  by  the  act  of  April  12, 
1900,  known  as  the  "  Foraker  Act,"  Congress  provided  a  govern- 
ment for  that  island.  So  also  it  was  by  an  exercise  of  the  same 
authority  that  the  President,  after  the  same  treaty  of  cession, 
appointed  commissions  for  the  government  of  the  Philippine 
Islands. 

On  March  2,  1901,  Congress  enacted'*  that  "All  military,  civil, 
and  judicial  powers  necessary  to  govern  the  Philippine  Islands 
.  .  .  shall,  until  otherwise  provided  by  Congress,  be  vested  in 
such  person  or  persons  and  shall  be  exercised  in  such  manner  as 
the  President  of  the  United  States  shall  direct  for  the  establish- 
ment of  civil  government  and  for  the  maintaining  and  protecting 
the  inhabitants  of  said  islands  in  the  free  enjoyment  of  their 

title  had  existed  for  a  long  series  of  years  prior  to  the  war  with  the  United 
States.  The  fact  that  there  were  insurrections  against  her,  or  that  uncivilized 
tribes  may  have  defied  her  will,  did  not  affect  the  validity  of  her  title.  She 
granted  the  islands  to  the  United  States,  and  the  grantee  in  accepting  them 
took  nothing  less  than  the  whole  grant.  If  those  in  insurrection  against 
Spain  continued  in  insurrection  against  the  United  States,  the  legal  title  and 
possession  of  the  latter  remained  unaffected.  We  do  not  understand  that  it  is 
claimed  that  in  carrying  on  the  pending  hostilities  the  government  is  seeking 
to  subjugate  the  people  of  a  foreign  country,  but  on  the  contrary,  that  it  is 
preserving  order  and  suppressing  insurrection  in  the  territory  of  the  United 
States.  It  follows  that  the  possession  of  the  United  States  is  adequate  pos- 
session under  legal  title,  and  this  cannot  be  asserted  for  one  purpose  and 
denied  for  another.     We  dismiss  the  suggested  distinction  as  untenable." 

12  This  was  as  an  amendment  to  the  act  making  appropriation  for  the*  sup- 
port of  the  army  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1902. 
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liberty,  property,  and  religion."  This  act  changed  the  basis  of 
the  Philippine  government  from  a  presidential  to  a  eongreasional 
one,  bat  did  not  chai^  its  form,  the  President  being  giren  by 
CoDgresa  practically  the  same  powers  that  before  that  time  he 
had  exercised  by  virtue  of  his  position  as  Chief  Executive. 

By  the  Act  of  July  1,  1902,  entitled  ^^  an  act  temporarily  to 
provide  for  the  administration  of  the  affairs  of  civil  government 
in  the  Philippine  Islands,  and  for  other  purposes,"  Congress  not 
only  approved  and  ratified  the  previons  acts  of  the  Philippine 
Commission,  but  went  on  to  define  the  general  lines  of  action 
that  body  should  take,  especially  with  regard  to  the  introduction 
of  local  self-government  as  fast  as  circumstances  should  warrant 

The  constitutional  source  of  the  power  of  the  United  States  to 
establish  and  maintain  governments  over  territories  not  annexed 
to  itself  but  in  tlie  possession  of  its  military  forces  is  d^ved 
both  from  the  expressed  power  given  it  to  declare  and  wage  war, 
and  from  the  fact  of  its  exclusive  authority  in  all  that  relatea 
to  international  affairs,  which  fact,  as  we  have  seen,  properlj 
implies  the  right,  in  the  absence  of  express  prohibitions,  to  exer 
cise  all  the  powers  possessed  by  sovereign  States  generally. 

From  this  same  source  was  derived  the  power  of  the  United 
States  to  administer  Cuba,  and  to  establish  consular  courts  in 
oriental  countries. ^^ 

»  See  chapter  XXXV. 


CHAPTER  XXIX. 

THE    DISTINCTION    BETWEEN    INCORPORATED    AND    UNINCORPO- 
RATED TERRITORIES. 

§  173.  Limitations  Upon  Powers  of  Congress. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States  contains  a  number  of 
express  limitations  upon  the  federal  legislative  power.  In  addi- 
tion to  those  contained  in  the  first  ten  amendments  relative  to 
freedom  of  religion,  speech,  and  press,  the  quartering  of  troops, 
the  right  of  the  people  to  assemble,  to  petition,  to  keep  and  bear 
arms,  to  be  secure  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  to 
presentment  or  indictment  by  jury,  to  speedy  trial,  to  juries  in 
civil  suits,  to  immunity  from  excessive  bail  and  fines  and  cruel 
and  unusual  punishments,  etc.,  it  is  elsewhere  provided  in  the 
Constitution  that  all  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  United  States,  that  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall 
not  be  suspended,  except  under  certain  specified  circumstances, 
that  no  bill  of  attainder  or  ex  post  facto  law  shall  be  passed,  no 
capitation  or  other  direct  tax  laid  except  in  proportion  to  popula- 
tion, no  duty  laid  upon  goods  exported  from  a  State,  no  com- 
mercial preferences  given  to  the  ports  of  one  State  over  those  of 
another,  no  money  drawn  from  the  treasury  but  in  consequence 
of  an  appropriation  made  by  law,  no  title  of  nobility  granted,  etc 
The  Thirteenth  Amendment  also  declares  that  *^  neither  slavery 
nor  involuntary  servitude,  except  as  punishment  for  crime  whereof 
the  party  shall  have  been  duly  convicted,  shall  exist  within  the 
United  States,  or  any  place  subject  to  their  jurisdiction.'' 

When  legislating  for  the  States  or  for  their  inliabitantfi  these 
limitations  have  of  course  to  b§  observed.  The  question  whether 
the  same  is  true  when  Congress  is  legislating  for  the  territories 
and  their  populations  has  now  to  be  examined. 

In  the  preceding  chapters  we  have  learned  the  souroes  whence 
is  derived  the  power  of  Congress  and  of  the  President  to  govern 
annexed  Territories.    We  have  learned  that  by  mere  military  oc- 
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cupation  a  territory,  though  for  the  time  being  subject  to  the 
de  facto  control  of  the  President  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the 
army  and  navy,  is  not  annexed  to  the  United  States,  that  is,  does 
not  become  permanently  subject  de  jure  as  well  as  de  facto  to  ite 
sovereignty.  Only  by  treaty,  or  by  statute,  or  by  joint  resolution 
of  Congress,  may  this  annexation  be  effected. 

§  174.  Possible  Status  of  Territories  after  Annexation. 

When  thus  annexed,  however,  a  district  may,  according  to  the 
recent  "  Insular  Cases,"  find  itself,  or  by  subsequent  statute  be 
placed,  in  any  one  of  the  following  categories. 

1.  A  State  of  the  Union. 

2.  A  "  Territory  "  incorporated  into  the  Union.  This  Terri- 
tory may  be  either  "  unorganized,"  as  for  example  is  Alaska,  or 
^*  organized,"  examples  of  which  are  at  present  New  Mexico, 
Arizona  and  Hawaii. 

3.  A  Territory  appurtenant  to,  that  is,  subject  to  the  sover- 
eignty of  the  United  States,  but  not  "  incorporated,"  constitu- 
tionally speaking,  into  the  Union  of  States  and  Territories  for  the 
benefit  and  protection  of  whose  inhabitants  the  Constitution  was 
adopted. 

§  175.  Unincorporated  Territory. 

Such  "  appurtenant,"  dependent  or  unincorporated  territory  is, 
of  course,  from  the  international  point  of  view  a  part  of  the 

United  States,*  but  is  not,  as  we  shall  see,  a  part  thereof  in  the 

■  ■  _  ■  ■  ■     II I  ■■  t 

1  Til  is  international  use  of  the  term  United  States  is  considered  in  the  case 
of  De  Geofroy  v.  Riggs  (133  U.  S.  258;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  295;  33  L.  ed.  642), 
in  which  the  question  involved  was  whether  the  terms  of  a  treaty  giv- 
ing to  citizens  of  France  the  right  to  inherit  an  interest  in  real  estate  in 
*'  States  of  the  Union/'  were  applicable  to  the  District  of  Columbia  or  only 
to  the  States  of  the  Union.  The  use  of  the  phrase  "States  of  the  Union" 
would  upon  its  face  indicate  that  only  the  States  and  not  the  extra-State 
areas  were  concerned,  yet  the  court  held  that  the  treaty  was  to  be  construed 
as  generally  applicable.  In  its  opinion  the  court  said:  "This  article  is  not 
happily  drawn.  It  leaves  in  doubt  what  is  meant  by  "  States  of  the  Union." 
Ordinarily  these  terms  would  be  held  to  apply  to  those  political  communities 
exercising  various  attributes  of  sovereignty  which  compose  the  United  States, 
as  distinguished  from  the  organized  municipalities  known  as  Territories  and 
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stricter  constitutional  sense  in  which  the  term  is  used  in  the  Con- 
stitution with  reference  to  certain  limitations  which  that  instru- 
ment lays  upon  the  legislative  powers  of  Congress. 

§  176.  Distinction  between  Incorporated  and  Unincorporated 
Territories. 

With  respect  to  the  form  of  government  that  may  be  established 
and  maintained  by  Congress  over  the  Territories^  there  is  no  dis- 
tinction between  an  incorporated  and  an  unincorporated  Terri- 
tory. In  either  case  the  congressional  authority  is  absolute.  With 
respect,  however,  to  the  civil  or  private  rights  of  the  inhabitants 
of  tlie  Territories,  the  distinction  is  very  important.  For  if  it  be 
that  a  Territory  is  merely  appurtenant  to,  but  not  "  incorporated  *' 
into  the  United  States,  Congress  in  its  legislation  regarding  it  is 
bound  by  but  few  of  the  limitations  which  apply  in  the  case  of 
incorporated  Territories,  whether  organized  or  unorganized. 

This  distinction  between  incorporated  and  unincorporated  terri- 
tory is  one  that  was  not  clearly  made  until  the  decision  of  the 

the  District  of  Culumbia.  And  yet  separate  communities,  with  an  independent 
local  government,  are  often  described  as  States,  though  the  extent  of  their 
political  sovereignty  be  limited  by  relations  to  a  more  general  government  or 
to  otiier  countries.  (Halleck  on  Int.  Law,  chap.  Ill,  (§  5,  6,  7.)  The  term 
is  used  in  general  jurisprudence  and  by  writers  on  public  law  as  denoting 
organized  political  societies  with  an  established  government.  Within  this 
definition  the  District  of  Columbia,  under  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  is  as  much  a  State  as  any  of  those  political  communities  which  com- 
pose the  United  States.  Were  there  no  other  territory  under  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  it  would  not  be  questioned  tliat  the  District  of  Columbia 
would  be  a  State  within  the  meaning  of  international  law;  and  it  is  not 
perceived  that  it  is  any  less  a  State  within  that  meaning  because  other  States 
and  other  territory  are  also  under  the  same  government." 

After  referring  to  the  case  of  De  Geofroy  v.  Riggs,  Justice  Brown  in  the 
individual  opinion  which  he  rendered  in  Downes  v.  Bid  well  (182  U.  S.  244; 
21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  45  L.  ed.  1088),  observes:  "In  dealing  with  foreign 
sovereignties,  the  term  '  United  States '  has  a  broader  meaning  than  when 
used  in  the  Constitution,  and  includes  all  territories  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Federal  Oovemment,  wherever  located.  In  its  treaties  and  cbn- 
Tentions  with  foreign  nations,  this  government  is  a  unit.  This  is  so,  not 
because  the  Territories  comprise  a  part  of  the  government  established  by  the 
people  of  the  States  in  their  Constitution,  but  because  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  the  only  authorized  organ  of  the  Territories,  as  weU  as  of  the 
States  in  their  foreign  relations." 
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Insular  Cases  in  IWl.  Indeed,  prior  to  that  time,  thefe  had 
been  a  number  of  deeisiont)  by  tlie  Supreme  Court  which  indicated 
that  such  a  dis^tinction  did  not,  and  couid  not,  exist  accardingtothe 
Constitutional  Law  of  the  United  States.  There  were,  however,  on 
the  other  hand,  not  a  few  legislative  and  administrative  precedents 
which  supported  such  a  doctrine;  and  by  rigorously  confining 
the  contrary  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  the  facts  of  the 
cases  in  which  they  were  rendered,  it  wi»  found  possible  to  escape 
from  their  control,  and  to  hold  that  the  term  ^  United  States,'* 
as  used  in  at  least  some  of  the  clauses  of  the  Constitution,  does 
not,  and  was  not  intended  to,  include  all  districts  subject  to  the 
sovereignty  of  the  United  States;  and  that  as  to  such  areas  not 
\vithin  the  limits  of  the  ^  United  States,**  in  this  strict  constrtn- 
tional  sense.  Congress,  in  the  exercise  of  its  legislative  powers, 
is  not  subject  to  the  limitations  which  rest  upon  it  when  dealing 
with  Territories  which  are  included  in  the  United  States. 

A  review  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  rendered 
prior  to  the  Insular  Cases,  shows  that,  from  the  first,  the  doc- 
trine was  held  by  the  court  that  Congress  when  legislating  upon 
the  civil  rights  of  inhabitants  of  the  Territories  is  governed  by 
all  those  express  and  implied  Limitations  which  rest  upon  it  when 
dealing  w4th  the  same  subjects  within  the  States.^  The  only 
departures  from  this  doctrine,  if  departures  they  be,  were:  (1) 
The  remark  thrown  out  by  Justice  Bradley  in  the  Mormon  Church 
case^  that  "  Doubtless  Congress,  in  legislating  for  tbe  Territories 
would  be  subject  to  those  fundamental  limitations  in  favor  of  per- 
sonal rights  which  are  formulated  in  the  Constitution  and  its 

2  See  Loughborough  v.  Blake,  5  Wh.  317;  5  L.  ed.  D8;  Am.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Canter,  1  Pet.  511;  7  L.  ed.  242;  Webster  v.  Reid,  11  How.  437;  13  L.  ed. 
761;  Scott  V.  Sandford,  19  How.  898;  15  L.  ed.  691;  Reynolds  v.  U.  S.,  98 
U.  S.  145;  25  L.  ed.  244;  Nat.  Bank  t.  Yankton,  101  U.  S.  129;  25  L.  ed. 
1046;  Murphy  v.  Ramsay,  114  U.  S.  15;  5  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  747;  29  L.  ed.  47; 
CaUan  r.  Wilson,  1'27  U.  S.  540;  8  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  1301;  32  L.  ed.  223; 
Mormon  Clinrch  v.  U.  S.,  136  U.  S.  1 ;  1^  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  792-,  34  L.  ed. 
478;  Am.  Pub.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  166  U.  6.  464;  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  618;  41 
L.  ed.  1079;   Springville  v.  Thomas,  1^6  U.  S.  707;    17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  717; 

41  L.  ed.   1172;  Thompson  v.  Utah,  170  U.  S.  343;   18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  €20; 

42  L.  ed.  1061. 

3  136  U.  S.  1;  10  $up.  Ct.  Rep.  792;  34  L.  ed.  478. 
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amen<lments ;  but  these  limitatioBs  would  exist  rather  by  infer- 
ttice  and  the  general  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  from  which  Con- 
gress derives  all  its  powers,  than  by  any  express  and  distinct 
application  of  its  provisions;"  and  (2)  the  quotation  of  this 
observation  by  Justice  Brewer  in  American  Publishing  Co.  v. 
Fishei^  and  the  statement  that  ^^  wheth^  the  Sev^ith  Amendment 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  .  .  .  operates  ex 
propria  vigore  to  invalidate  this  territorial  statute  may  be  a  mat- 
ter of  dispute,"  * 

Op'posed,  however,  to  this  great  weight  of  judicial  opinion, 
thei>e  had. been  from  the  beginning,  as  has  been  said,  a  line  of 
administrative  and  legislative  precedents  which  tended  to  show  a 
prevailing  opinion  that  the  Constitution  with  its  limiting  clauses 
does  not  immediately  extend,  ex  proprio  vigore,  over  all  annexed 
territories,  but  over  only  such  as  have  been  expressly  brought 
within  its  sphere  of  application  by  being  "  incorporated  "  in  the 
Union.  And,  based  upon  the  fact  that  this  incorporation  had 
certainly  taken  place  with  reference  to  the  Territories  concerned 
in  the  various  Supreme  Court  decisions  rendered  prior  to  the 
Insular  Cases,  an  argument  was  furnished  for  holding  them  not 
controlling  in  the  Insular  Cases  which  were  concerned  with  dis- 
tricts that  had  not  been  so  incorporated.  These  legislative  and 
administrative  precedents  it  does  not  fall  within  the  province  of 
this  treatise  to  review.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  in  not  a  few 
instances  various  of  the  constitutional  limitations  were  not  applied 
in  practice  in  the  Territories,  and  that  by  specific  legislative  pro- 
visions these  limitations  were,  from  time  to  time,  extended  over 
the  several  Territories  acquired  by  the  United  States,  thus  indi- 
cating on  the  part  of  Congress  at  least  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
constitutional  provisions  extended  ex  proprio  vigore  over  the 
Territories. 

Finally,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  in  the  Constitution  itself, 
there  occur  expressions  which  furnish  possible  ground  for  holding 

M66  U.  S.  464;  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  618;  41  L.  ed.  1079. 
1       8  The  case  of  In  re  Ross   (140  U.  S.  453;  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  897;  35  L   ed. 
681),  properly  construed,  did  not  indicate  a  departure  from  the  rule. 
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that  some  at  least  of  its  limitations  were  not  intended  to  operate 
over  all  Territories  that  might  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of, 
but  remain  merely  appurtenant  to,  the  United  States.     Thus  the 
Thirteenth   Amendment  declares  that   slavery   and   involuntary 
V  \    servitude  shall  not  exist  "  within  the  United  States,  or  any  place 
/'  ^-    /Subject  to  their  jurisdiction."     Thus  is   plainly   indicated  the 
;^       possibility  that  there  may  be  districts  subject  to  but  not  within 
^  C  a.    *^®  United  States.     And  this  point  is  emphasized  when  it  is 
^  ^  '\^     remembered  that  this  Amendment  was  drafted  and  adopted  by 
substantially  the  same  men  who  drafted  and  adopted  the  Four- 
teenth and  Fifteenth  Amendments  in  which  this  qualifying  phrase 
does  not  appear.     Again,  the  Sixth  Amendment  provides  that  in 
criminal  trials  the  accused  shall  be  tried  by  an  impartial  jury 
"  of  the  State  and  district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been 
committed."  * 

•  In  United  States  v.  Dawson  (15  How.  467;  14  L.  ed.  775),  the  opinion 
declares:  "But  it  will  -be  seen  from  the  words  of  this  amendment  that  it 
applies  only  to  the  case  of  offenses  committed  within  the  limits  of  a  State. 
.  The  language  of  the  Amendment  is  too  particular  and  specific  to 
leave  any  doubt  about  it."  In  Cook  v.  United  States  (138  U.  S.  157;  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Hep.  268;  34  L.  ed.  006),  the  court  say:  "That  amendment  has  reference 
only  to  offenses  against  the  United  States  committed  within  a  State  "  (citing 
United  States  v.  Dawson).  Yet,  as  we  have  seen  in  Reynolds  ▼.  United  States 
(98  U.  S.  145;  25  L.  ed.  244),  the  court  declared  specifically  that  the  Amend- 
ment was  applicable  to  the  Territory  of  Utah.  . 


CHAPTER  XXX. 

THE  INSULAR  CASES. 

§  177.  Downes  v.  BidwelL 

As  a  result  of  the  Spanish-American  War  the  United  Statei^ 
came  into  possesion  of  territories  over  which,  because  of  their 
location,  their  economic  and  industrial  status,  and  especially  the 
character  of  their  populations,  it  was  deemed  expedient  to  give  to 
the  Executive  or  to  Congress  the  freest  possible  discretion  with 
reference  not  only  to  the  manner  in  which  they  should  be  gov- 
erned, but  to  the  civil  rights  that  should  be  granted  their  inhabi- 
tants. The  question  whether  in  dealing  with  these  new  insular 
possessions,  Congress  should  be  held  subject  to  all  those  constitu- 
tional limitations  which  apply  when  dealing  with  civil  rights  in 
the  States  or  in  the  then  existing  Territories,  thus  became  a  most 
important  one. 

The  form  in  which  this  question  arose  for  judicial  determina- 
tion was  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  that  clause  of  the  Foraker 
Act  establishing  civil  "  congressional "  government  in  Porto 
Eico,  which  provided  a  scale  of  customs  duties  to  be  paid  upon 
goods  brought  into  the  ports  of  the  United  States  from  the 
island.  This  necessarily  -involved  an  answer  to  the  question 
whether  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  that  "  all  duties,  im- 
posts and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States  " 
applied  ex  propria  vigore  to  Porto  Eico,  or  whether,  having  never 
been  formally  "  incorporated "  by  Congress  into  the  United 
States  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  the  island  was  not  a 
part  of  the  "  United  States  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  term 
as  used  in  the  constitutional  clause  just  quoted. 

In  Downes  v.  Bi dwell ^  five  of  the  nine  justices  of  the  Supreme 
Court  concurred  in  holding  that,  though  by  the  treaty  of  cession 
the  island  of  Porto  Eico  came  under  the  sovereignty  of  the  United 
States,  and  when  viewed  from  the  standpoint  of  all  other  nations 

became  a  part  of  the  United  States,  it  did  not,  when  looked  at 

X 
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from  the  viewpoint  of  its  own  public  law,  become  a  part  of  the 
'*  rnited  States  "  as  that  term  is  used  in  the  Constitution, 

Four  of  these  five  justices  were  able  to  reach  this  conclusion: 
First,  by  making  a  sharp  distinction  between  ^*  incorporated " 
and  *' unincorporated  "  Territories;  Second,  by  holding  that  the 
treat>'-making  power  tlioogh  able  to  annex  Territories  to  the 
United  States,  that  is,  bring  them  under  its  sovereignty  inter- 
nationally speaking,  is  not  competent  to  incorporate  such  areas  in 
the  United  States,  but  that  for  this  purpose  the  express  or  implied 
consent  of  Congress  is  necessary;  and  Third,  that  Cotigress  in 
legislating  for  unincorporated  Territories  is  not  subject  to  many 
of  the  limitations  which  apply  when  it  is  legislating  for  tke  States 
and  incorporated  Territories. 

It  will  be  obsen-ed  that  so  far  as  the  general  limitations  upon 
the  legislative  powers  of  Congress  are  concerned,  these  four  jus- 
tices place  the  States  and  the  incorporated  Territories  in  the 
same  chiss.  Only  the  unincorporated  Territories  are  by  them 
exchiiled  from  the  protection  of  such  limitations  as,  for  example, 
that  federal  tax  laws  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United 
States.  The  fifth  justice,  Brown,  who  concurred  with  these  four, 
does  not,  as  we  shall  see,  make  any  distinction  between  incorpo- 
rated and  unincorporated  Territories,  but  excludes  them  all  from 
the  term  ^*  United  States,"  and  from  the  protection  of  all  but  the 
most  fundamental  of  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  the  power 
of  Congress.  The  constitutional  rights  which  these  limitations 
create,  he  asserts,  do  not  belong  to  the  citizens  of  any  Territories 
until  by  act  of  Congress  tliey  have  been  extwided  to  them.  Thus, 
while  the  foiir  justices  divide  the  domains  of  the  United  States 
into  the  three  classes  of  States,  Incorporated  Territories,  and 
Unineorix>rated  Territories;  Justice  Brown  recognizes  only  two 
categories,  States  and  Territories. 

The  reasoning  of  the  four  justices  was  as  follows:^  At  the 
beginning  very  proper  care  b  taken  to  point  out  that  the  ques- 

JTh€8e  were  the  same  justices  who  dissented  from  the  judgment  of  the 
court  in  De  lima  ▼.  Bi  dwell  that  bj  the  tre&ty  of  annexation  Porto  Rice  it 
once  ceased  to  be  "  foreign  territory  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  federal  tariff 
laws. 
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lion  is  not  as  to  whether  the  Constittrtion  is  to  control  in  the 
premises,  but  as  to  which  of  its  provisions  are  applicable.  "  Every 
function  of  the  government  being  .  .  .  derived  from  the  Con- 
stitution," says  the  opinion,  "  it  follows  that  that  instrument  is 
everywhere  and  at  all  times  potential  in  so  far  as  its  provisions 
are  applicable.  Hence  it  is  that  whenever  a  power  is  given  by 
the  Constitution,  and  there  is  a  limitation  imposed  on  the  author- 
ity, such  restriction  operates  upon  and  confines  every  action  on 
the  subject  within  its^  constitutional  limits.  As  Congress  in 
governing  the  Territories  is  subject  to  the  Constitution,  it  results 
that  all  the  limitations  of  the  Constitution  which  are  applicable 
to  Congress  in  exercising  this  authority  necessarily  limit  its 
power  on  this  subject.  It  follows,  also,  that  every  provision  of 
the  Constitution  which  is  applicable  to  the  Territories  is  also  con- 
trolling therein.  ...  In  the  case  of  the  Territories,  as  in 
every  other  instance,  when  a  proWsion  of  the  Constitution  is 
invoked,  the  question  which  arises  is,  not  whether  the  Constitu- 
tion is  operative,  for  that^s  self-evident,  but  whether  the  provi- 
sion relied  on  is  applicable.  .  .  .  And  the  determination  of 
what  particular  provision  of  the  Constitution  is  applicable,  gen- 
erally speaking,  in  all  cases,  involves  an  inquiry  into  the  situation 
of  the  territory  and  its  relations  to  the  United  States." 

Some  of  the  limitations  created  by  the  Constitution,  the  opinion 
recognizes,  are  of  such  ^^  general  and  fundamental  character  or 
so  absolutely  laid  down "  as  to  restrain  Congress  in  whatever 
capacity  it  may  be  acting  —  whether  as  a  general  legislature  for 
all  the  regions  and  peoples  subject  to  United  States  sovereignty, 
or  only  as  a  local  legislature  for  the  Territories.  "Albeit,''  the 
opinion  declares,  "  as  a  general  rule,  the  status  of  a  particular 
Territory  has  to  be  taken  in  view  when  the  applicability  of  any 
provision  of  the  Constitution  is  quesrioned,  it  does  not  follow, 
when  the  Constitution  has  absolutely  withheld  from  the  govern- 
ment all  power  on  a  given  subject,  that  such  an  inquiry  is  neces- 
saiy.  Undoubtedly  there  are  gejieral  prohibitions  in  the  Con- 
stitution in  favor  of  the  liberty  and  property  of  the  citizen,  which 
are  not  mere  regulations  as  to  form  and  manner  in  which  a  con- 
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ceded  power  may  be  exercised,  but  which  are  absolute  denials  of 
all  authority  under  any  circumstances  or  conditions  to  do  par- 
ticular acts.  In  the  nature  of  things,  limitations  of  this  character 
cannot  under  any  circumstances  be  transcended,  because  of  the 
complete  absence  of  power."  The  opinion  does  not  attempt,  how- 
ever, to  enumerate  any  of  those  absolute  prohibitions  of  power, 
though  it  does  later  describe  them  as  those  made  **  in  favor  of 
human  liberty." 

With  reference  to  the  special  point  at  issue,  the  opinion  says: 
"  There  is  in  reason,  then,  no  room  in  this  case  to  contend  that 
Congress  can  destroy  the  liberties  of  the  people  of  Porto  Rico  by 
exercising  in  their  regard  powers  against  freedom  and  justice 
which  the  Constitution  has  absolutely  denied.  There  can  also 
be  no  controversy  as  to  the  right  of  Congress  to  locally  govern 
the  island  of  Porto  Rico  as  its  wisdom  may  decide,  and  in  so 
doing  to  accord  only  such  degree  of  representative  government 
as  may  be  determined  on  by  that  body.  There  can  also  be  no  con- 
tention as  to  the  authority  of  Congress  to  levy  such  local  taxes 
in  Porto  Rico  as  it  may  choose,  even  although  the  amount  of  the 
local  burden  so  levied  be  manifold  more  onerous  than  is  the  dutv 
with  which  this  case  is  concerned.  But  as  the  duty  in  question 
was  not  a  local  tax,  since  it  was  levied  in  the  United  States  on 
goods  coming  from  Porto  Rico,  it  follows  that,  if  that  island  was 
a  part  of  the  United  States,  the  duty  was  repugnant  to  the  Con- 
stitution, since  the  authority  to  levy  an  impost  duty  conferred 
by  the  Constitution  on  Congress  does  not,  as  I  have  conceded, 
include  the  right  to  lay  such  a  burden  on  goods  coming  from  one 
to  another  part  of  the  United  States.  And,  besides,  if  Porto 
Rico  was  a  part  of  the  United  States  the  exaction  was  repugnant 
to  the  uniformity  clause.  The  sole  and  only  issue,  then,  is  not 
whether  Congress  has  taxed  Porto  Rico  without  representation  — 
for,  whether  the  tax  w^as  local  or  national,  it  could  have  been 
imposed  although  Porto  Rico  had  no  representative  local  govern- 
ment and  was  not  represented  in  Congress  —  but  is  whether  the 
particular  tax  in  question  was  levied  in  such  form  as  to  cause  it 
to  be  repugnant  to  the  Constitution.     This  is  to  be  resolved  by 
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• 

answering  the  inquiry,  Had  Porto  Rioo,  at  the  time  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  in  question,  been  incorporated  into  and  become 
an  integral  part  of  the  United  States  ?  '* 

The  opinion  then  examines:  First,  whether  the  United  States 
has  the  constitutional  power  to  acquire  territory  and  hold  it  as 
appurtenant  and  dependent  territory  without  "  incorporating  "  it 
in  itself  in  a  constitutional  sense ;  and,  Second,  whether,  if  it  has 
the  power,  it  has  done  so  in  the  case  of  Porto  Rico.® 

The  power  to  acquire  and  hold  territory  in  whatever  constitu- 
tional status  it  sees  fit,  is,  says  the  opinion,  an  inherent  power 
possessed  by  all  sovereign  States  (citing  numerous  international 
law  writers).  This  power  is  possessed  by  the  United  States.  Its 
power  to  acquire  territory  is  conceded.  But,  the  opinion  con- 
tinues: "To  concede  to  the  United  States  the  right  to  acquire, 
and  to  strip  it  of  all  power  to  protect  the  birthright  of  its  citizens 
and  to  provide  for  the  well  being  of  the  acquired  territory  by  such 
enactments  as  may  in  view  of  its  condition  be  essential,  is,  in 
effect,  to  say  that  the  United  States  is  helpless  in  the  family  of 
nations,  and  does  not  possess  that  authority  which  has  at  all  times 
been  treated  as  an  incident  of  the  right  to  acquire." 

The  assertion  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  Constitu- 
tion to  hold  territories  without  incorporating  them  as  int^ral 
parts  of  the  United  States  this  opinion  declares  to  be  based  upon 
political  and  not  upon  judicial  considerations,  there  being  no 
particular  provision  of  the  Copstitution  upon  the  subject.  **  Con- 
ceding," says  the  opinion,  "  that  the  conception  upon  which  the 
Constitution  proceeds  is  that  no  territory,  as  a  general  rule,  shall 
be  acquired  unless  the  territory  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  be 
worthy  of  statehood,  the  determination  of  when  such  blessing  is 
to  be  bestowed  is  entirely  a  political  question,  and  the  aid  of  the 
judiciary  cannot  be  invoked  to  usurp  political  discretion  in  order 
to  save  the  Constitution  from  imaginary  or  real  dangers."  * 

3  The  decision  as  to  Porto  Rico  would  of  course  conclude  the  status  of  the 
other  insular  possessions  obtained  in  1809  from  Spain. 

*This  would  hardly  seem  to  meet  the  point,  which  is  not  as  to  the  power 
to  hold  districts  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time  in  a  territorial  condition,  but 
as  to  the  power  to  annex  territory  without  "  incorporating  "  it  in  the  United 
States. 
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Not  only,  then,  has  the  United  States  the  power  to  acqmie  ad 
hold  **  appurtenant "  territory,  but,  the  opinion  continBes,  tkis  is 
the  only  status  which  may  be  given  to  annexed  territory  by  the 
treaty-making  power.  For  incorporation  the  c<Hiseut  of  Congress 
is  required.  **  It  seems,"  the  opinion  continues^  '*  impossible  to 
conceive  that  the  treaty-nuking  power  by  a  mere  cession  can 
incorporate  an  alien  people  into  the  United  States  without  the 
express  or  implied  approval  of  CcMigress.  And  from  this  it  must 
follow  that  there  can  be  no  foundation  for  the  assertiiHi  that, 
where  the  treaty-making  power  has  inserted  conditions  whidi 
preclude  iueor^wration  until  Congress  has  acted  in  respect  thereto, 
such  conditions  are  void  and  incorporation  resiilts  in  spite  thereol 
If  the  treaty-making  power' can  absolutely,  without  the  cc«sent 
of  Congress,  incorporate  territory,  and  if  that  powor  may  iwt 
insert  conditions  against  incorporation,  it  must  follow  that  the 
treaty-making  power  is  endowed  by  the  Constitution  with  the 
most  unlimited  right,  susceptible  of  destroying  every  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution;  that  is,  it  may  wreck  our  institutions. 
If  the  prop)sition  be  true,  then  millions  of  inhabitants  of  alien 
territory,  if  acquired  by  treaty,  can,  without  the  desire  or  consent 
of  the  people  of  the  United  States,  speaking  through  Congress, 
be  immediately  and  irrevocably  incorporated  into  the  United 
States,  and  the  whole  structure  of  the  government  be  overthrown. 
While  thus  aggrandizing  the  treaty-making  power  on  the  one 
hand,  the  construction  at  the  same  time  minimizes  it  on  the  other, 
in  that  it  strips  that  authority  of  any  right  to  acquire  territory 
upon  any  condition  which  would  guard  the  people  of  the  United 
States  from  the  evil  of  immediate  incorporation.  The  treaty- 
making  power,  then,  imder  this  contention,  instead  of  having  the 
symmetrical  functions  which  belong  to  it  from  its  very  nature, ' 
becomes  distorted,  vested  with  the  right  to  destroy  upon  the  one 
hand,  and  deprived  of  all  power  to  protect  the  government  on  the 
other. 

Though  declared  to  ]>e  a  political  question,  the  necessity  of  such  a  power 
is  argued  at  length  by  tlicse  justices. 
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And,  looked  at  from  another  point  of  view,  the  effect  of  the 
principle  asserted  is  equally  antagonistic,  not  only  to  the  express 
provisions,  but  to  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution  in  other  respects. 
Thus,  if  it  be  true  that  the  treaty-making  power  has  the  authority 
which  is  asserted,  what  becomes  of  that  branch  of  Congress  which 
is  peculiarly  the  representative  of  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
and  what  is  left  of  the  functions  of  that  body  under  the  Constitu- 
tion?  For,  although  the  House  of  Representatives  might  be  un- 
willing to  agree  to  the  incorporation  of  alien  races,  it  would  be 
impotent  to  prevent  its  accomplishment,  and  the  express  pro- 
visions conferring  upon  Congress  the  power  to  regulate  commerce, 
the  right  to  raise  revenue, —  bills  for  which,  by  the  Constitution, 
must  originate  in  the  House  of  Representatives, —  and  the  author- 
ity to  prescribe  uniform  naturalization  laws,  would  be  in  effect  set 
at  naught  by  the  treaty-making  power.  And  the  consequent  re- 
sult—  incorporation — would  be  beyond  all  future  control  of  or 
remedy  by  the  American  people,  since,  at  once  and  without  hope 
of  redress  or  power  of  change,  incorporation  by  the  treaty  would 
have  been  brought  about.  The  inconsistency  of  the  position  is  at 
once  manifest.  The  basis  of  the  argument  is  that  the  treaty 
must  be  considered  to  have  incorporated,  because  acquisition  pre- 
supposes tlie  exercise  of  judgment  as  to  fitness  for  immediate  in- 
corporation. But  the  deduction  drawn  is,  although  the  judgment 
exercised  is  against  immediate  incorporation  and  this  result  is 
plainly  expressed,  the  conditions  are  void  because  no  judgment 
against  incorporation  can  be  called  into  play." 

As  is  later  indicated,  however,  where  the  treaty  of  annexation 
provides  for  incorj^oration,  the  consent  of  Congress  to  such  in- 
corporation may  be  implied  from  legislation  that  recognizes  this 
status  as  having  been  obtained.  But  where  a  treaty  of  cession 
does  not  expressly  provide  for  incorporation,  and  still  more,  where 
it  expressly  provides  against  it,  a  more  formal  congressional 
action  would  seem  to  be  necessary. 

The  opinion  then  proceeds  to  maintain  that  at  the  time  the 
Constitution  was  adopted,  the  term  "  United  States ''  designated 
a  definite  territory,  namely,  the  thirteen  original  States  and  the 

27 
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areas  which  they  had  ceded^  or  had  agreed  to  cede,  to  the  General 
Government,  and  that  the  new  government  with  prescribed  powers 
was  established  for  the  benefit  of  the  citizens  of  this  national  ag- 
gregate of  State  and  Territories.  **  Thus  it  was,  at  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution,  the  United  States,  as  a  geographical  unit,  and 
as  a  governmental  conception  both  in  the  international  and 
domestic  sense,  consisted  not  only  of  States,  but  also  of  Terri- 
tories, all  the  native  white  inhabitants  being  endowed  with  citi- 
zenship, protected  by  pledges  of  a  common  union,  and,  except  as 
to  political  advantages,  all  enjoying  equal  rights  and  freedom,  and 
safeguarded  by  substantial  guarantees,  all  being  under  the  obli- 
gation to  contribute  their  proportional  share  for  the  liquidation 
of  the  debts  and  future  expenses  of  the  General  Government*'* 

In  short,  then,  according  to  this  doctrine,  the  Constitution,  from 
the  beginning,  extended  ex  proprio  vigore,  over  the  States  and 
the  extra-State  regions  then  subject  to  the  sovereignty  of  the 
United  States.  In  all  that  concerned  the  form  of  government 
to  be  established  over  them,  the  inhabitants  of  these  territorial, 
extra-State  districts,  were  subject  to  the  discretionary  control  of 
Congress,  but  in  all  else,  in  the  private  rights  of  person  and  prop- 
erty, and  the  protection  of  all  the  limitations  upon  the  federal 
power,  express  or  implied,  they  were  on  a  plane  of  perfect  equality 
with  the  citizens  of  the  States. 

With  reference,  however,  to  territories  acquired  since  1789  the 
doctrine  of  the  opinion  is,  as  has  been  said,  that  they  do  not  by 
annexation  become  ipso  facto  integral  parts  of  the  United  States 
in  this  constitutional  sense  until  Congress  has  incorporated  them 
into  the  Union  as  such. 

In  support  of  this  position  the  court  cite  legislative  action  to 
this  eifect  with  reference  to  territory  annexed  since  1787  up  to 
the  time  of  the  treaty  of  1898  with  Spain.  In  each  case,  with 
the  exception  of  this  last  treaty,  the  treaty  of  cession  had  provided 
that  the  territories  cejied  should  be  incorporated  into  the  United 
States,  or,  as  in  the  treaty  of  1867  for  the  purchase  of  Alaska, 
that  the  civilized  inhabitants  should  be  "  admitted  to  the  enjoy- 
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ment  of  all  the  rights^  advantages  and  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States."  ^ 

If,  the  opinion  asks,  the  effect  of  annexation  were  immediately 
to  incorporate  the  territory  annexed  into  the  United  States, 
what  was  the  need  of  these  express  treaty  provisions?^ 

The  opinion  next  goes  on  to  show  that  the  constitutional  doubts 
expressed  by  Jefferson  at-  the  time  of  the  acquisition  of  Louisiana 
were  not  as  to  its  annexation,  but  as  to  its  incorporation,  as  pro- 
vided by  the  treaty,  into  the  Union.  By  reference  to  various 
legislative  and  administrative  acts,  the  opinion  shows  the  terri- 
tories subsequently  annexed  to  have  been  either  formally  incor- 

BThe  treaty  for  the  cession  of  Louisiana  to  the  United  States  provided  that: 
*'  The  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  territory  shall  be  incorporated  into  the  Union 
of  the  United  States  and  admitted  as  soon  as  possible  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  federal  Constitution  to  the  enjoyment  .of  all  the  rights,  advan- 
tages, and  immunities  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States."  (8  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
L.  202.) 

In  the  treaty  with  Spain  whereby  was  confirmed  the  title  of  the  United 
States  to  the  Floridas  the  United  States  agreed  tliat:  *'The  inhabitants  of 
the  territories  .  .  .  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  Union  of  the  United 
States  as  soon  as  it  may  be  consistent  with  the  principles  of  the  federal  Con- 
stitution, and  admitted  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  privileges,  rights,  and 
immunities  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States."     (8  Stat,  at  L.  256.) 

In  the  treaty  with  Mexico  by  which  Mexico  relinquished  its  rights  to  Upper 
California  and  New  Mexico  the  United  States  promised  that:  "  The  Mexicans 
who,  in  the  territories  aforesaid,  shall  not  preserve  the  character  of  citizens 
of  the  Mexican  Bepublic  conformably  with  what  is  stipulated  in  the  preceding 
article,  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  Union  of  the  United  States  and  to  be 
admitted  at  the  proper  time  (to  be  judged  of  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States)  to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights  of  citizens  of  the  United  States 
according  to  the  principles  of  the  Constitution."  (9  Stat,  at  L.  930.) 
'  In  the  treaty  with  Russia  for  the  annexation  of  Alaska  the  United  States 
agreed  that :  '*  The  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  territory  .  .  .  shall  be  admitted 
to  the  enjoyment  of  all  the  rights j,  advantages  and  immunities  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States."     (15  Stat,  at  L.  542.) 

<To  the  author's  mind  this  is  by  no  means  conclusive  argument;  and  for 
two  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  provisions  really  unnecessary  are  often 
inserted  in  legal  documents  from  abundance  of  caution;  and,  in  the  second 
place,  foreign  countries  are  not  presumed  to  know  the  constitutional  law  of 
foreign  countries,  and,  therefore,  the  peculiar  constitutional  rights  of  the 
inhabitants  of  an  annexed  territory.  It  is,  therefore,  a  general  practice  for 
countries,  when  handing  over  certain  of  their  subjects  to  the  political  control 
of  a  foreign  power,  to  provide  as  far  as  possible  for  the  future  welfare  of  theae 
persons  the  control  over  whom  is  thus  abandoned. 
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porated  or  by  ijeeessarv  iniplkation  recognized  by  Congress  as  in- 
corporated into  the  United  States.  This  being  so,  it  is  argued  tkt 
the  varioiis  earlier  dicta  of  the  Supreme  Court  relative  to  the 
constitutional  limitations  resting  upon  Congress  when  legislating 
for  the  Territories  are  to  be  interpreted  in  that  light  and  do  not 
cover  the  case  of  a  Territory  which  has  not  been  incorporated  into 
the  Uniteii  States. 

Snimning  up  its  doctrine  ujwn  this  jwint,  the  justice  reading 
the  opinion  declares:  "It  is,  then,  as  I  think,  indubitably  set- 
tled by  the  principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  by  the  nature  of  the 
government  create^l  under  the  Constitution,  by  the  express  and 
implied  powers  conferred  upon  that  government  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, by  the  nimle  in  which  those  powers  have  been  executed  frcon 
the  beginning,  and  by  an  unbroken  line  o^^ecisions  of  this  court, 
first  announced  by  Marshall  and  followed  and  lucidly  expounded 
by  Taney,  that  the  treaty-making  power  cannot  incorporate  terri- 
tory into  tlie  Unitc<l  States  without  the  express  or  implied  assent 
of  Congress,  that  it  may  insert  in  a  treaty  conditions  against  im- 
mediate incorporation,  and  that  on  the  other  hand,  when  it  has 
expressed  in  the  treaty  the  conditions  favorable  to  incorporation 
they  will,  if  the  treaty  l)e  not  repudiated  by  Congrfess,  have  the 
force  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and  therefore  by  the  fulfilment  of 
such  conditions  cause  incoriioration  to  result.  It  must  follow, 
therefore,  that  where  a  treaty  contains  no  conditions  for  incorpora- 
tion, and,  above  all,  where  it  not  only  has  no  such  conditions,  bnt 
expressly  provrdes  to  the  contrary,  that  incorporation  does  not 
arise  until  in  the  wisdom  of  Congress  it  is  deemed  that  the  ac- 
quired Territory  has  reached  that  state  where  it  is  proper  that  it 
should  enter  into  and  fonn  a  part  of  the  American  family/* 

Having  established  this  doctrine,  its  application  to  Porto  Rico 
becomes  a  comparatively  simple  matter.  The  treaty  with  Spain 
in  no  clause  proWded  for  incorporation,  but,  upon  the  contrarv, 
expressly  provided  that  the  civil  rights  and  political  status  of  the 
native  inhabitants  of  the  territories  should  be  determined  bv  Con- 
groes;  and  since  annexation,  Congress  had  carefully  refrained 
from  any  expression  of  legislative  will  from  which  incorporation 
might  be  implied. 
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"  The  result  of  what  has  been  said/^  say  the  court,  ^  is  that 
while  in  an  international  sense  Porto  Rico  was  not  a  foreign 
country,  since  it  was  subject  to  the  sovereignty  of  and  was  owned 
by  the  United  States,  it  was  foreign  to  the  United  States  in  a 
domestic  sense,  because  the  island  had  not  been  incorporated  into 
the  United  States,  but  was  merely  appurtenant  thereto  as  a  posses- 
sion. As  a  necessary  consequence,  the  impost  in  question  assessed 
on  merchandise  coming  from  Porto  Rico  into  the  United  States 
after  the  cession  was  within  the  power  of  Congress,  and  that  body 
was  not,  moreover,  as  to  such  impost,  controlled  by  the  clause  re- 
quiring that  imposts  should  be  uniform  throughout  the  United 
States;  in  other  words,  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  just 
referred  to  was  not  applicable  to  Congress  in  legislating  for  Porto 
Rico." 

§  178.  Position  of  Justice  Brown. 

In  a  separate  opinion  Justice  Brown  concurred  in  the  result 
reached  by  the  four  justices  whose  reasoning  we  have  just  been 
considering,  but  reached  this  result  by  laying  down  a  doctrine 
that  was  agreed  to  by  no  other  of  the  members  of  the  court.  In- 
stead of  holding  that  the  term  ''  United  States,"  as  used  in  the 
Constitution  with  reference  to  certain  of  the  limitations  placed  by 
that  instrument  upon  the  powers  of  Congress,  included  the  States 
and  those  Territories  which  had  been  incorporated  into  the  Union, 
as  held  the  four  justices  in  whose  judgment  he  concurred,  he 
declared  that,  strictly  speaking;  the  "  United  States  "  was  to  be 
construed  as  referring  only  to  the  States,  and  not  to  any  other 
territory,  whether  incorporated  or  unincorporated.  In  fact  Justice 
Brown  does  not  admit  the  existence  of  a  distinction  between  in-  ^ 
corporated  and  unincorporated  Territories,  holding  that  as  to  all 
extra-State  districts  the  constitutional  limitations  upon  the  powers 
of  Congress  apply  only  when,  by  congressional  action,  the  Consti- 
tution has  been  extended  over  them. 

After  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that,  as  decided  in  the  case 
of  De  Lima  v.  Bidwell,  by  cession  by  treaty  with  a  foreign  power, 
a  territory,  already  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  United  States, 
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at  once  ceased  to  be  foreign  and  became  domestic  territory, 
Brown  points  out  that  the  cases  under  consideration  involve  the 
further  and  more  iini)ortant  question  whether  upon  their  becom- 
ing domestic  territory  the  provisions  of  the  federal  Constitution 
were  extended  of  their  own  force  —  ex  propria  viyore  —  over 
them.  The  Constitution  not  itself  directly  giving  an  answer  to 
this,  the  solution  he  says  will  have  to  be  found  in  the  nature  of  the 
govermiient  created  by  that  instrument.  According  to  this  justices 
view,  this  instrument  was  created,  if  not  by  the  States,  at  least 
exclusively  for  the  States,  and  not  for  the  Territories  or  any  other 
extra-State  lands  that  might  belong  to  the  United  States.  Thus, 
to  quote  his  own  words,  ^^  It  can  nowhere  be  inferred  that  the 
Territories  were  considered  a  part  of  the  United  States.  The 
Constitution  was  created  by  the  people  of  the  U»ited  States,  as 
a  union  of  States;  and  even  the  provision  relied  upon  here,  that 
all  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  should  be  uniform  *  throughout 
the  United  States '  is  explained  by  the  subsequent  provisions  of 
the  Constitution,  that  '  no  tax  or  duty  shall  be  laid  on  articles 
exported  from  any  State,'  and  *  no  preference  shall  be  given  by 
any  regulation  of  commerce  or  revenue  to  the  ports  of  one  State 
over  those  of  another ;  nor  shall  vessels  bound  to  or  from  one  State 
to  be  obliged  to  enter,  clear,  or  pay  duties  in  another.'  In  short, 
the  Constitution  deals  with  States,  their  people  and  their  repre- 
sentatives. The  Thirteenth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  pro- 
hibiting slavery  and  involuntary  servitude  *  within  the  United 
States,  or  in  any  place  subject  to  their  jurisdiction '  is  also  signifi- 
cant as  showing  that  there  may  be  places  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States  that  are  not  part  of  the  Union.  .  .  .  Upon 
the  other  hand,  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  upon  the  subject  of 
citizenship,  declares  only  that  *  all  persons  born  or  naturalized 
in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  of  the  State  wherein  they  re- 
side.' Ilere  there  is  a  limitation  to  persons  born  or  naturalized 
in  the  United  States,  which  is  not  extended  to  persons  bom  in  any 
place  *  subject  to  their  jurisdiction.'  " 
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To  restate,  then,  the  position  of  Justice  Brown,  it  would  appear 
that,  according  to  his  view,  the  "  United  States  "  when  looked  at 
from  the  domestic  or  constitutional  viewpoint,  includes  in*  the 
Union  only  the  individual  States  such  as  Virginia,  New  York, 
Texas,  etc.  The  Federal  District,  the  Territories,  and,  in  fact, 
all  areas  not  within  the  boundaries  of  some  one  of  these  States, 
though  under  the  national  sovereignty  are  not  a  part  of  the  Union. 
Looked  at,  however,  from  the  international  standpoint,  the  term 
"  United  States  "  has,  as  Justice  Brown  later  observes,  "  a  broader 
meaning  than  when  used  in  the  Constitution,  and  includes  all  ter- 
ritories subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Governmenrt, 
wherever  located.  In  its  treaties  and  conventions  with  foreign 
nations  this  government  is  a  unit.  This  is  so,  not  because  the 
Territories  comprise  a  part  of  the  government  established  by  the 
people  of  the  States  in  their  Constitution,  but  because  the  Federal 
Government  is  the  only  authorized  organ  of  the  territories,  as  well 
as  of  the  States,  in  their  foreign  relations."  ^ 

Not  being  considered  a  part  of  the  political  unit  created  and 
organized  by  the  federal  Constitution,  it  would  seem  logically  to 
follow  that  the  non-State  areas,  or  rather  their  populations,  would 
not  be  entitled  to  any  of  the  privileges  or  immunities  defined  in 
that  instrument.  But  Justice  Brown  does  not  draw  this  con- 
clusion. Speaking  of  the  limitations  laid  upon  the  powers  of 
Congress  by  the  Constitution,  he  says :  "  There  is  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  such  prohibitions  as  go  to  the  very  root  of  the 
power  of  Congress  to  act  at  all,  irrespective  of  time  and  place, 
and  such  as  are  operative  only  *  throughout  the  United  States  *  or 
among  the  several  States,  Thus,  when  the  Constitution  declares 
that  *  no  bill  of  attainder  or  ex  post  facto  law  shall  be  passed,' 
and  that  'no  title  of  nobility  shall  be  granted  by  the  United 
State>s  '  it  goes  to  the  competency  of  Congress  to  pass  a  bill  of  that 
description.  Perhaps  the  same  remark  may  be  applied  to  the 
First  Amendment  that '  Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an 
establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof; 

T  CitiDg  De  Gkofroy  v.  Riggs,  133  U.  S.  268;  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  295;  33  L.  ed. 
642. 
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or  abridging  the  f reeilom  of  speech ;  or  of  the  press ;  or  the  right 
of  the  people  to  peacefully  assemble  and  to  petition  the  govern- 
ment for  a  redpess  of  grievances.'  We  do  not  wish,  however,  to 
be  understood  as  expressing  an  opinion  how  far  the  bill  of  rights 
contained  in  the  first  eight  Amendments  is  of  general  and  how 
far  of  local  application.  Upon  the  otlier  hand,  when  the  Consti- 
tution declares  that  all  duties  shall  be  uniform  *  throughout  the 
United  States'  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  whether  there  be 
any  territory  over  which  Congress  has  jurisdiction  which  is  not 
a  part  of  the  '  United  States,'  by  which  term  we  understand  the 
States  whose  people  united  to  form  the  Constitution,  and  such  as 
have  since  been  admitted  to  the  Union  upon  an  equality  with 
them."  And  later  on  he  says:  "We  suggest,  without  intending 
to  decide,  that  there  may  be  a  distinction  between  certain  natural 
rights  enforced  in  the  Constitution  by  prohibitions  against  intN- 
ference  with  them,  and  what  may  be  termed  artificial  or  remedial 
rights  which  are  peculiar  to  our  system  of  jurisprudence.  Of  the 
former  class  are  the  rights  to  one's  own  religious  opinions  and  to 
a  ])ublic  expi^ession  of  tliem,  or,  as  sometimes  said,  to  worship 
God  according  to  the  dictates  of  one's  own  conscience;  the  right 
to  personal  liberty  and  individual  pro]>erty,  to  freedom  of  speech 
and  of  the  press.;  to  free  access  to  courts  of  justice,  to  due  .process 
of  law,  and  to  an  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  to  immunities  from 
unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  as  well  as  cruel  and  unusual 
punishments;  land  to  such  other  immunities  as  are  indispensable 
to  a  free  government.  Of  the  latter  class  are  the  rights  to  citizen- 
ship, suffrage  (Minor  v.  Happersett,  21  Wall.  162;  22  L.  ed. 
G27),  and  to  the  partieular  methods  of  procedure  pointed  out  in 
the  Constitution,  which  are  peculiar  to  Anglo-Saxon  jurispru- 
dence, and  some  of  which  have  already  been  held  by  the  States  to 
be  unnecessary  to  the  proper  protection  of  individuals. 

'^  Whatever  may  be  finally  decided  by  the  American  people  as 
to  the  status  of  these  islands  and  their  inhabitants, —  whether 
they  shall  be  introduced  into  the  sisterhood  of  States  or  be  per- 
mitted to  form  independent  governments —  it  does  not  follow  that 
in  the  meantime,  awaiting  that  decision,  the  people  are  in  the 
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matter  of  personal  rights  unprotected  by  the  provisions  of  our 
Constitution  and  subject  to  the  merely  arbitrary  control  of  Con- 
gress. Even  if  regarded  as  aliens,  they  «re  entitled  under  the 
principles  of  the  Constitution,  to  be  protected  in  life,  liberty,  and 
proi^erty.  This  has  been  frequently  held  by  this  court  in  respect 
to  the  Chinese,  even  when  aliens,  not  possessed  of  the  political 
rights  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  [citing  cases].  We  do  not 
desire,  however,  to  anticipate  the  difficulties  which  would  natur- 
ally arise  in  this  connection,  but  merely  to  disclaim  any  intention 
to  hold  that  the  inhabitants  of  these  territories  are  subject  to  an 
unrestrained  power  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  deal  with  them 
upon  the  theory  that  they  have  no  rights  which  it  is  bound  to 
respect.'' 

According,  then,  to  Justice  Brown,  there  are  some  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  that  control  Congress  and  their  inhabitants 
when  legislating  for  such  territories  as  are  not  within  the  States 
and  others  that  do  not  so  apply.  Those  that  do  not,  he  says,  may, 
however,  be  made  applicable  by  acts  of  Congress,  and  in  part  this 
has  already  been  done  in  the  case  of  all  but  the  recently-acquired 
possessions.  And,  he  implies  that  when  the  Constitution  has  been 
once  formallv  extended  to  Territories  and  their  inhabitants, 
neither  Congress  nor  the  territorial  legislature  can  enact  laws 
inconsistent  therewith.  As  to  this  last  assertion  it  has  been  argued 
that  if  an  act  of  legislation  is  required  to  extend  the  Constitu- 
tion over  a  territorj',  it  goes  there  not  as  a  Constitution  but  as 
a  statute,  and  an  irrepealable  statute  is  admitte<^l  by  everyone  to  be 
an  impossibility  —  every  legislature  necessarily  possessing  a 
power  to  repeal  equal  to  its  power  to  enact  This  being  so,  if  the 
premises  of  Justice  Brown  be  accepted,  the  conclusion  is  drawn 
that  at  the  present  time,  every  Territory  of  the  United  States, 
organized  or  unorganized,  contiguous  or  non-contiguous,  conti- 
nental and  insular,  still  remains,  except  possibly  as  to  a  few  gen- 
eral rights,  absolutely  subject  to  the  arbitrary  will  of  Congress. 
Arizona,  Xew  Mexico,  Oklahoma  and  even  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia in  this  respect,  it  is  argued,  stand  upon  a  footing  exactly  the 
same  as  that  of  Porto  Rico  or  the  Philippines. 
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It  Lb  not  certain,  however,  that  the  premises  of  this  argament 
are  sound.  It  would^seem  that  there  are  some  legislative  acts 
which  produce  results  which  cannot  be  nullified  by  subsequent 
action  of  the  legislative  body.  Thus,  to  give  a  single  example,  new 
States  are  admitted  into  tlie  Union  by  enabling  acts  of  Congress, 
but  Congress  may  not;  by  subsequent  action,  expel  the  States  so 
admitted  from  the  Union.  A  similar  conclusive  effect  might  be 
given  to  acts  extending  the  Constitution  over  the  territories. 

In  support  of  his  position  Justice  Brown  cites  numerous 
instances  in  the  history  of  the  United  States  in  which  acts  of 
Congress  have  been  limited  in  their  application  to  the  States,  or, 
where  their  application  to  the  Territories  has  been  desired,  expr^s 
provision  to  that  effect  has  been  made.  The  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  however,  upon  the  question  whether  the  limita- 
tions of  the  Constitution  extend  ex  proprio  vigore  over  the  Terri- 
tories, he  admits  to  have  been  "  not  altogether  harmonious," 
Those  which  upon  their  face  seem  inconsistent  with  his  position 
he  expl^ns  or  attempts  to  ex^plain  away.  Thus  he  avoids  the 
case  of  Loughbrough  v.  Blake®  by  saying  that  the  District  of 
Columbia  having  once  been  a  part  of  a  State,  it  could  not  by 
cession  to  the  General  Government  be  deprived  of  the  constitu- 
tional rights  which  it  had  once  enjoyed.® 

8  5  VVh.  317;  5  L.  €d.  98. 

9  Ho  says :  "  There  could  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  con- 
clusion, 80  far,  at  least,  as  it  applied  to  the  District  of  Columbia.  This 
District  had  been  a  part  of  the  States  of  Maryland  and  Virginia.  It  had 
been  subject  to  the  Constitution,  and  was  a  part  of  the  United  States. 
The  Constitution  had  attached  to  it  irrevocably.  There  are  steps  which  cau 
never  be  taken  (backward.  The  tie  that  bound  the  States  of  Maryland  and 
Virginia  to  the  Constitution  could  not  be  dissolved,  without  at  least  the 
consent  of  the  federal  and  state  governments  to  a  formal  separation.  The 
mere  cession  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  Federal  Government  relin- 
quished the  authority  of  the  States,  but  it  did  not  take  it  out  of  the 
United  States  or  from  under  the  »gis  of  the  Constitution.  Neither  party  had 
ever  consented  to  that  construction  of  the  cession.  If,  before  the  District 
was  set  off,  Congress  had  passed  an  unconstitutional  act  affecting  its  in- 
habitants, it  would  have  been  void.  If  done  after  the  District  was  created, 
it  would  have  been  equally  void;  in  other  words,  Congress  could  not  do 
indirectly,  by  carving  out  the  District,  what  it  could  not  do  directly.  The 
District  still  remained  a  part  of  the  United  States,  protected  by  the  Con- 
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Other  cases  he  explains  away  by  maintaining  that  prior  to  tho 
accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  litigated  in  them,  the  Constitution 
had  been  extended  by  act  of  Congress  over  the  Territories  con- 
cerned. 

The  very  radical  position  taken  by  Justice  Brown  in  the  Insular 
Cases  has  been  stated  at  some  length  because  of  the  prominence 
that  has  been  giv^n  it  in  the  public  discussions  of  the  judgments 
rendered  in  the  Insular  Cases.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  however,  as 
we  have  already  learned,  this  position  was  not  concurred  in  by 
any  one  of  the  other  eight  justices,  and  it  thus  stands  not  only 
unsupported  by  previous  opinions  of  the  court,  but  in  flat  contra- 
diction to  many  of  them.  The  "  United  States,"  as  that  term  is 
€m.ployed  in  the  Constitution,  the  four  concurring  justices  said, 
includes  not  simply  the  States,  as  Justice  Brown  had  said,  but 
also  such  Territories  as  have  been  "  incorporated  "  with  them ; 
and  the  Constitution  itself,  therefore,  extends  over  them  as  well  as 
over  the  States  —  not  of  course,  however,  in  the  sense  that  the 
powers  of  Congress  when  legislating  for  the  States  and  the  incor- 
porated Territories  are  the  same,  but  that,  so  far  a«  applicable, 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  are  at  once  applicable  to  all 
Territories  subject  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States,  and, 
therefore,  require  no  act  of  Congress  for  their  extension,  nor  can 
their  application  to  such  Territories  be  denied  by  Congress. 

§  179.  Argument  of  Dissenting  Justices. 

Four  justices  (Chief  Justice  Fuller,  and  Justices  Harlan, 
Brewer  and  Peckham)  dissented  from  the  judgment  rendered  in 
Downes  v.  Bidwell.  According  to  their  view  there  is  no  constitu- 
tional distinction  to  be  drawn  between  Territories  incorporated 
in  the  United  States  and  Territories  unincorporated  and  merely 
appurtenant  to  the  United  States.  States  and  Territories,  they 
declare,  are  the  only  political  units  known  to  American  Constitu- 
tional Law,  and  when  by  a  treaty  of  cession  and  actual  occupa- 
tion, lands  and  their  inhabitants  have  come  under  the  sovereignty 

stitution.  Indeed,  it  i^iould  have  been  a  fanciful  construction  to  hold  that 
territory  which  had  once  been  a  part  of  the  United  States  ceased  to  be 
auch  by  being  ceded  directly  to  the  Federal  Government." 
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of  the  United  States  such  lands  are  necessarily  a  part  of  the 
United  States,  and  no  approving  act  of  Congress  is  needed  or  is 
efficient  to  increase  the  constitutional  privileges  to  which  they  are 
•entitled  and  to  make  effective  the  legislative  limitations  upon  the 
powers  of  Congress- 
After  calling  attention  to  the  essential  character  of  the  General 
Government  as  one  of  constitutionally  limited  powers,  the  opinion 
declares:  *^  The  powers  delegated  by  the  people  to  their  agents 
are  not  enlai^eil  by  the  expansion  of  the  domain  within  which 
they  are  exercised.  When  the  restriction  on  the  exercise  of  a 
particular  power  by  a  pai'ticular  agent  is  ascertained,  that  is  an 
end  of  the  question.  To  hold  otherwise  is  to  overthrow  the  basis 
of  our  constitutional  law  and  moreover,  in  effect,  to  reassert  the 
proposition  that  the  States,  and  not  the  people,  created  the  gov- 
ernment,'' 

With  reference  to  the  competence  of  the  treaty-making  power 
to  "  incorporate  "  territory  in  tlie  United  States,  the  dissenting 
justices  urge  that  the  right  of  annexation  being  admitted  and  the 
Constitution  not  providing  for,  or  recognizing  as  possible,  terri- 
tory appurtenant  to  but  not  incorporated  into  the  United  States, 
it  follows  that  when  territory  is  annexed  by  treaty,  such  territory 
becomes  an  integral  part  of  the  United  States  any  provisions  in 
the  treaty  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Upon  this  point, 
having  referred  to  the  clause  of  the  treaty  of  1898  with  Spain 
to  the  effect  that  '"  The  civil  rights  and  political  status  of  the 
native  inhabitants  of  the  territories  herebv  ceded  to  the  United 
States  shall  be  determined  by  Congress,''  the  opinion  reads: 
"  This  was  nothing  more  than  a  declaration  of  the  accepted  prin- 
ciples of  international  law  applicable  to  the  status  of  the  Spanish 
subjects  and  of  the  native  inhabitants.  It  did  not  assume  that 
Congress  could  deprive  the  inhabitants  of  ceded  territory  of  rights 
to  which  they  might  be  entitled.  The  grant  by  Spain  could  not 
enlarge  the  powers  of  Congress,  nor  did  it  purport  to  seeure  from 
the  United  States  a  guaranty  of  civil  or  political  privileges.  In- 
deed, a  treaty  which  undertook  to  take  awav  what  the  Constitu- 
tion  secured,  or  to  enlarge  the  federal  jurisdiction,  would  be 
simply  void." 
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In  the  separate  opinion  which  he  prepared,  Justice  Harlan  was 
especially  emphatic  in  his  repudiation  both  of  the  doctrine  as- 
serted by  Justice  Brown  that  the  Constitution  was  created  "  by 
the  people  of  the  United  States,  ^s  a  union  of  States,  to  be  gov- 
erned solely  by  representatives  of  the  States,^'  and  of  the  theory 
of  the  other  four  justices  as  to  the  status  of  ^'  unincorporated  " 
Territories.^^ 

• 

§  180.  Summary  and  Criticism  of  Downes  v.  BidwelL 

In  order  fully  to  appreciate  the  radical  character  of  the  doctrine 
held  by  the  four  justices  who  concurred  with  Justice  Brown  in 
the  judgment  in  the  Downes  case,  it  is  necessary  clearly  to  appre- 
ciate that,  it  was  held,  in  effect,  that  this  so-called  incorporation 
of  a  Territory  by  Congress  in  the  United  States  is  not  an  act,  the 
commission  of  which  is  determined  by  facts,  but  only  by  the 
formal  declaration  of  an  intention,  express  or  implied,  by  Con- 
gress. So  long  as  this  intention  is  not  declared,  a  territory  is 
declared  to  remain  unincorporated  in  the  United  States  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that,  as  was  the  case  in  Porto  Rico,  a  complete 
territorial  government  may  have  been  created,  federal  courts 
established,  with  the  right  of  appeal  therefrom  to  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court,  and  all  the  local  officials  required  to  take 
an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  a  Union  of  which  they  were 

10  "  In  view  of  the  adjiidications  of  this  court,"  he  declares,  "  I  cannot  assent 
to  the  proposition,  whether  it  be  announced  in  express  words  or  by  implica* 
tion,  that  the  National  Government  is  a  government  of  or  by  the  States 
in  union,  and  that  the  prohibitions  and  limitations  of  the  Constitution  are 
addressed  only  to  the  States.  That  is  but  another  form  of  saying  tliat,  like 
the  government  created  by  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  the  present  govern- 
ment is  a  mere  league  of  States,  held  together  by  a  compact  between  them- 
selves; whereas,  as  this  court  has  often  declared,  it  is  a  government  created 
by  tlie  people  of  the  United  States,  with  enumerated  powers,  and  supreme 
over  States  and  individuals  with  respect  to  certain  objects,  throughout  the 
entire  territory  over  which  its  jurisdiction  extends.  If  the  National  Govern- 
ment is  in  any  sense  a  compact,  it  is  a  compact  between  the  people  of  the 
United  States  among  themselves  as  constituting  in  the  augregate  the  political 
community  by  whom  the  National  Government  was  established.  The  Constitu- 
tion speaks,  not  simply  to  the  States  in  their  organized  capacities,  but  to 
all  peoples,  whether  of  States  or  Territories,  who  are  subject  to  the  authority 
of  the  United  States." 
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not  a  part.  Especially  difficult  to  accept  is  the  declaration  tliat 
the  treaty-making  power  of  the  National  Government  is  by  itself 
incompetent  to  add  territory  to  the  United  States  in  a  domestic, 
constitutional  sense.  The  authority  of  treaty-making  power  to 
annex  territory  is  conceded ;  the  Constitutioa  itself  places  treaties 
upon  a  plane  of  equality  with  the  statutes  of  Congress;  and  the 
Supreme  Court  has  repeatedly  aflSrmed  that  a  subsequent  treaty 
operates  as  a  repeal  of  all  acts  of  Congress  inconsistent  with  it; 
wherefore  it  would  seem  irresistible  to  follow  that  when  the  treaty- 
making  power  has  accepted  an  unconditional  cession  of  territory 
to  the  United  States,  that  act  is  as  absolutely  valid  and  as  fully 
operative  as  though  Congress  itself  had  legislated  upon  the  sub- 
ject To  assert  the  contrary  is,  in  effect,  to  say  that  the  treaty- 
making  and  the  law-making  powers  are  not  coordinate  in  author- 
ity, the  express  provision  of  the  Constitution  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 

Another  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Downes  case  which  it 
seems  absolutely  impossible  to  overcome,  is  that,  in  reality,  it  does 
not  simply  assert  the  right  of  Congress  to  legislate^  regarding 
unincorporated  territory  without  regard  to  some  of  the  limitations 
imposed  by  the  Constitution,  but  declares  that  in  the  exercise  of 
this  absolute  power  Congress  may,  in  effect  at  least,  disregard 
those  same  restrictions  wath  reference  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
States  of  the  Union.  Xo  argument  is  needed  to  show  that  a  tariff 
law  which  affects  articles  taken  from  a  State  to  an  unincorporated 
territory,  or  from  the  latter  to  the  former,  affects  the  inhabitants 
of  both,  and  cannot  therefore  be  said  to  be  simply  a  local  law. 
But  if  not  limited  in  its  effects  to  the  unincorporated  territory  in 
question,  it  would  seem  to  be  an  act  necessarily  subject  to  the  con- 
stitutional limitations  placed  upon  Congress  when  legislating  for 
the  States.  It  is,  therefore,  imi>ossible  to  escape  the  argument  of 
the  dissenting  justices  in  the  Downes  case  when  they  say:  "  Con- 
ceding that  the  power  to  tsix  for  the  purposes  of  territorial  govern- 
ment is  implied  from  the  power  to  govern  territory,  whether  the 
latter  power  is  attributed  to  the  power  to  acquire  or  the  power  to 
make  needful  rules  and  regulations,  these  particular  duties  are 
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nevertheless  not  local  in  their  nature,  but  are  imposed  as  in  the 
exercise  of  national  powers.  The  levy  is  clearly  a  regulation  of 
commerce,  and  a  regulation  affecting  the  States  and  their  people 
as  well  as  this  Territory  and  its  people.  ...  In  any  point  of 
view,  the  imposition  of  duties  on  commerce  operates  to  regulate 
commerce,  and  is  not  a  matter  of  local  legislation;  and  it  follows 
that  the  levy  of  these  duties  was  in  the  exercise  of  the  national 
power  to  do  so^  and  subject  to  the  requirement  of  geographical 
uniformity.'' 

Lastly,  it  may  be  said  in  objection  to  the  doctrines  declared  in 
the  Downes  case,  that  in  attempting  to  give  to  Congress  a  right  to 
legislate  for  certain  Territories  under  United  States  sovereignty, 
free  from  certain  limit«ations  placed  by  the  Constitution  upon  its 
powers,  there  is  seriously  weakened,  if  not,  from  a  strictly  logical 
standpoint,  absolutely  destroyed,  that  most  fundamental  principle 
of  our  constitutional  jurisprudence  according  to  which  all  the 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  are  equally  binding  upon  Congress. 
The  distinction  that  is  made  between  the  absolute  prohibitions  of 
legislative  power  and  the  limitations  imposed  by  the  Constitution 
upon  the  exercise  of  the  powers  that  are  granted,  is  clearly  not 
calculated  to  support  the  conclusion  that  Congress  under  certain 
circumstances  may  disregard  the  latter  when  it  may  not  the 
former.  As  Chief  Justice  Fuller  declared  in  his  dissenting  opin- 
ion :  "  It  is  idle  to  discuss  the  distinction  between  a  total  want 
of  power  and  a  defective  exercise  of  it;"  and  again,  "  The  powers 
delegated  by  the  people  to  their  agents  are  not  enlarged  by  the 
expansion  of  the  domain  within  which  they  are  exercised.  When 
the  restriction  on  the  exercise  of  a  particular  power  by  a  particu- 
lar agent  is  ascertained,  that  is  an  end  to  the  question.  To  hold 
otherwise  is  to  overthrow  the  basis  of  our  constitutional  law." 
Mr.  Carlisle  in  the  address  from  which  we  have  already  once 
quoted,  has  also  shown  so  clearly  the  fallacy  of  the  argument  of 
the  prevailing  opinion  upon  this  point  we  may  quote  his  words. 
He  says :  "  The  distinction  attempted  to  be  taken  between  the 
obligatory  force  of  absolute  prohibitions  upon  the  power  of  Con- 
gress and  the  obligatory  force  of  limitations  and  qualifications  im- 
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posed  by  the  Constitution  upon  the  exercise  of  its  powers  over  a 
particular  subject,  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  sustained  by  any 
sound  process  of  reasoning.  It  is  true  that  there  is  a  difference 
in  degree  between  an  absolute  denial  of  all  power  to  do  a  par- 
ticular thing  and  a  grant  of  power  to  do  that  thing  to  a  limited 
extent,  or  in  a  prescribed  manner  only;  but  the  absolute  prohibi- 
tion and  the  express  or  implied  limitation  are  equally  obligatory 
upon  Congress.  It  is  bound  to  obey  both  or  its  act  is  void.  .  .  . 
To  say  that  Congress,  in  legislating  for  a  Territory,  is  not  bound 
by  the  constituiional  limitations  upon  a  granted  power,  but  is  or 
may  be  bound  py  the  express  prohibitions,  is  simply  to  assert  that 
all  parts  of  the  Constitution  are  not  of  equal  force  and  effect  as 
restraints  upon  legislation,  and  that  a  power  not  granted  may  be 
constitutionally  exercised  if  it  is  not  expressly  prohibited,  a 
theory,  which,  if  sanctioned  by  the  judiciary,  would  at  once  revo- 
lutionize the  government.  It  would  no  longer  be  a  government  of 
enumerated  and  delegated  powers,  but  would  .possess  the  whole 
mass  of  sovereign  power  which  is  now  vested  in  the  people,  sub- 
ject only  to  the  comparatively  few  express  prohibitions." 

It  will  have  been  seen  that  the  net  result  of  the  decision  in 
Downes  v.  Bidwell,  whether  we  follow  the  reasoning  of  Justice 
Brown,  or  of  the  four  justices  who  concurred  in  the  judgment 
rendered,  is  that  as  to  Territories  which  have  not  been  incorpo- 
rated into  the  United  States  (or,  according  to  Justice  Brown,  over 
which  the  Constitution  has  not  been  extended  by  act  of  Congress) 
Congress  is  not  limited  by  some  of  the  restrictions  enumerated 
or  implied  in  the  Constitution.  Just  which  of  these  limitations 
do  not,  in  such  cases,  control  Congress,  it  remains  for  the  Supreme 
Court  to  determine  in  each  particular  case  as  the  point  arises. 

In  Downes  v.  Bidwell  it  was  held  that  the  restriction  that  "  all 
duties,  excises,  and  imposts  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the 
United  States  "  does  not  apply. 

§  181.  Status  of  Hawaii:  Hawaii  v.  MankichL 

In  Hawaii  v.  Mankichi'*^  it  was  held  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Fifth  and  Sixth  Amendments  with  reference  to  indictment  by  a 

11 190  U.  S.  197;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  787;  47  L,  ed.  101ft. 
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grand  jury  send  trial  by  petit  jnry,  also  did  not  apply.  Tiie  facts 
and  questioBB  of  law  inrolved  in  this  ciee  ivere  these.  The  Joint 
Kesoliition  of  Congress  of  Jnly  7,  1898,  had  provided  for  the 
annexation  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands  "  as  a  part  of  the  territory 
of  tlie  United  Stat-es,  and  snbject  to  the  so\'ereign  dominion 
thereof."  The  Resolution,  indeed,  expressly  declared  that  **  The 
municipal  l^islation  of  the  Hiiwaiian  Islands  .  .  .^  not  incon- 
sistent with  this  Joint  Resolution,  nor  contrary  to  the  Constitu- 
tion  of  the  United  States,  nor  to  any  existing  treaty  of  the  United 
States,  shall  remain  in  force  nntil  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  shall  otherwise  determine."  After  the  annexation  to  the 
United  States,  Congress  not  having  determined  otherwise,  the 
defendant  in  error,  Mankichi,  was  tried  for  and  convicted  of 
manslan^ter  according  to  the  usual  course  of  procedure  in  force 
in  the  Republic  of  Hawaii  prior  to  July  7,  189S,  which  course  of 
procedure  did  not  require  the  indictment  to  be  found  by  a  grand 
jury,  and  which  permitted  a  less  number  than  the  entire  twelve 
of  the  petit  jury  to  convict.  An  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  having  been  made  by  Mankichi  upon  the  ground  that, 
according  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  no  one  might 
be  tried  for  manslaughter  except  upon  an  indictment  or  present- 
ment foun<l  by  a  grand  jur\^,  nor  convicted  except  by  a  unanimous 
petit  jury,  and  the  case  having  been  appealed  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  that  tribunal  was  called  upon  to  deter- 
mine: first,  whether  it  was  the  intention  and  the  necessarv  effect 
of  the  annexing  Joint  Resolution  to  make  these  constitutional 
provisions  immediately  applicable  to  the  islands;  and  secondly, 
if  it  did  not,  whether  it  lay  within  the  power  of  Congress  or  of 
the  authorities  of  Hawaii  to  deny  to  the  accused  the  rights  in 
question.  Both  of  these  questions  the  majority  of  the  court,  five 
justices,  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Here,  however,  as  in  Downes  v.  Bid\\^ll,  the  justices  consti- 
tuting the  majority  did  not  aaree  in  their  reasoning.  Justice 
Brown,  in  his  opinion,  admitting  that  a  literal  interpretation  of 
the  Resolution  would  support  Mankichi^s  claim,  but  arguing  ah 
inconvenienti,  asserts  that  it  conld  not  have  been  the  intention  of 

28 
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Congress  "  to  interfere  with  the  existing  practice,  when  such 
interference  would  result  in  imperilling  the  peace  and  good 
order  of  the  islands/'  "  Of  course  under  the  Newlands 
resolution,"  he  continues,  "  any  new  legislation  must  con- 
form to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States;  but  how 
far  the  exceptions  to  the  existing  municipal  legislation  were 
intended  to  abolish  existing  laws  must  depend  somewhat 
upon  circumstances.  Where  the  immediate  application  of  the 
Constitution  required  no  new  legislation  to  take  the  place  of 
that  which  the  Constitution  abolished,  it  may  be  well  held  to  have 
taken  immediate  eifect ;  but  where  the  application  of  a  procedure 
hitherto  well  known  and  acquiesced  in  left  nothing  to  take  its 
place,  without  new  legislation,  the  result  might  be  so  disastrous 
that  we  might  well  say  that  it  could  not  have  been  within  the 
contemplation  of  Congress.  In  all  probability  the  contingency 
which  has  actually  arisen  occurred  to  no  one  at  the  time.  If  it 
had,  and  its  consequences  were  foreseen,  it  is  incredible  that 
Congress  should  not  have  provided  against  it.  It  is  not  intended 
here  to  decide  that  the  words  '  nor  contrary  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States*  are  meaningless.  Clearly  they  would  be 
operative  upon  any  municipal  legislation  thereafter  adopted,  and 
upon  any  proceedings  thereafter  had,  when  the  application  of  the 
Constitution  would  not  result  in  the  destruction  of  existing  pro- 
visions conducive  to  the  peace  and  good  order  of  the  community. 
Therefore  we  should  answer  without  hesitation  in  the  negative 
the  question  put  by  counsel  for  the  petitioner  in  their  brief: 
*  Would  municipal  statutes  of  Hawaii,  allowing  a  conviction  of 
treason  on  circumstantial  evidence,  or  on  the  testimony  of  one 
witness,  depriving  a  person  of  liberty  by  the  will  of  the  legis- 
lature and  without  process  or  confiscating  private  property  for 
public  use  without  compensation,  remain  in  force  after  an  annexa- 
tion of  the  territory  to  the  United  States,  which  was  conditioned 
upon  the  extinction  of  all  legislation  contrary  to  the  Constitu- 
tion ?  *  We  would  even  go  farther,  and  say  that  most,  if  not  all, 
the  privileges  and  immunities  contained  in  the  Bill  of  Rights 
of  the  Constitution  were  intended  to  apply  from  the  moment  of 
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annexation;  but  we  place  our  decision  of  this  case  upon  the 
ground  that  the  two  rights  alleged  to  be  violated  in  this  case  are 
not  fundamental  in  their  nature,  but  concern  merely  a  method 
of  procedure  which  sixty  years  of  practice  had  shown  to  be  suited 
to  the  conditions  of  the  islands,  and  well  calculated  to  conserve 
the  rights  of  their  citizens  to  their  lives,  their  property,  and  their 
well  being." 

In  a  concurring  opinion  Justices  White  and  McKenna  base 
their  conclusion  on  the  doctrine  that  by  the  annexing  Resolution 
Congress  had  not  intended  to  incorporate  the  islands  eo  in^tanti 
into  the  United  States.  With  regard  to  the  provision  that  the 
municipal  legislation  of  Hawaii  not  contrary  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  should  remain  in  force,  they  say :  "  Now, 
in  so  far  as  the  Constitution  is  concerned,  the  clause  subjecting 
the  existing  legislation  which  was  provisionally  continued  to  the 
control  of  the  Constitution,  clearly  referred  only  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Constitution  which  were  applicable,  and  not  to  those 
which  were  inapplicable.  In  other  words,  having,  by  the  resolu- 
tion itself,  created  a  condition  of  things  absolutely  incompatible 
with  immediate  incorporation,  Congress,  mindful  that  the  Con- 
stitution was  the  supreme  law,  and  that  its  applicable  provisions 
were  operative  at  all  times,  everywhere,  and  upon  every  condi- 
tion and  persons,  declared  that  nothing  in  the  Joint  Resolution 
continuing  the  customs  legislation  and  local  law  should  be  con- 
sidered as  perpetuating  such  laws,  where  they  were  inconsistent 
with  those  fundamental  provisions  of  the  Constitution  which 
were,  by  their  own  force,  applicable  to  the  territory  with  which 
Congress  was  dealing." 

Chief  Justice  Fuller  and  Justices  Brewer,  Peckham,  and  Har- 
lan dissented.  The  first  three  of  these,  after  adverting  to  the 
impropriety  of  an  argument  ah  inconvenienti,  content  themselves 
simply  with  the  statement  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  provision 
of  the  xesolution  of  annexation  which  has  been  quoted  above,  vali- 
dating all  existing  legislation,  except  such  as  might  be  contrary 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  should  be  construed  as 
having  extended  over  the  islands  the  Fifth  and  Sixth  Ainend- 
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ments  to  tlmt  iiistrtniient.  Justice  Harlan,  koweKr^  in  hk  dkr 
senting  opinion,  in  addition  to  this,  attacks  the  validity  tif  tk 
position  ftssmned  hy  the  majority  that  it  was  within  the  c^msti- 
tutional  power  of  Congress  to  exclude  from  operation  in  -a  terri- 
tory, incorporate  or  not  incocrporate,  any  of  the  pit>visk>Ds  of 
the  Coofititation.^ 

In  efToct,  then,  the  prevailing  doctrine  of  this  Mankiehi  caae 
is  to  hold  that  the  provisions  of  the  Cotnstitution  guaranteeing 
indictment  and  trial  by  jury  are  amctig  those  limitations  wkich 
do  not  eoutrol  Congress  in  legislating  for  unincorporated  Terri- 
tories, or,  acearding  to  Justice  Brown,  for  such  Territodes  as 
have  not  had  the  Constitution  extended  over  them  bv  act  of 
Congress. 

§  l&SL  Big^  io  Jury  HdLd  to  be  not  Fufidamrtital. 

There  can  be  no  -doubt  but  that  this  decision  of  the  court  Aafc 
the  light  to  trial  by  jury  is  not  a  fundamental  right,  but  onlj 
one  of  practice  and  convenience,  states  a  new  principLe  in 
American  jurisprudence.  Blackstone  speaks  of  the  right  as  ''  the 
most  tuanscendent  i)rivilege  which  any  subject  can  enjoy  or  widi 
for;"  Kent  declares  it  "  a  fundamental  doctrine;"  Story  that  it 
is  a  "  saejred  aud  inviolate  palladium  "  of  liberty ;  and  decisions 
of  our  coui-ts  without  number  have  employed  similar  language  in 
describing  it.^^ 

A  second  especial  fact  to  be  noted  regarding  the  position  of 

the  four  jufitices  concnrrrng  with  Brown  in  the  judgment  ren- 



12  H«  save:  "I  dissent  altogether  from  any  such  yiew.  It  sssnmes  ili€ 
possession  by  Congress  of  power  quite  as  omnipotent  as  tliat  poaeesaed  by 
the  English  Parliament.  It  assumes  that  Congress,  whicH  came  into  exist- 
ence, and  exists,  only  by  virtue  of  the  Constitution,  can  withhold  fmida- 
mental  guarantees  of  life  and  lil^erty  from  peoples  who  have  eome  under 
our  complete  jurisdiction;  who,  to  use  the  words  of  the  United  States 
minister,  have  become  our  fellow-countrvmen ;  and  over  whose  countrv  we  have 
acquired  the  autliority  to  exercise  sovereign  dominion.  In  my  judgment  neither 
the  life  nor  the  liberty  nor  the  property  of  any  person,  within  any  territory 
or  country  over  which  the  United  States  is  sovereign,  can  be  taken,  under 
the  sanction  of  any  civil  tribunal  acting  under  its  authority,  bv  anv  form  of 
procedure  inconsi-tent  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  State?." 

18  See  article  by  J.  W.  Garner,  entitled  *'  The  Right  of  Jury  Trial  in  the 
Dependencies,"  in  American  Laic  Rcviacy  XL,  1. 
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dered  is  that  tiiey  reader  most  indefinite  the  criteria  by  wiieh 
it  may  be  determined  in  any  given  case  whether  or  xkoi  a  Terri- 
tory has,  in  fact,  been  ^^  incorporated  "  into  the  United.  Stjwtes. 
In  this  case  the  Territory  in  question  had  not  been  anaesed  by 
the  treaty  power  as  had  the  Territ»rie6  involved  in  the  Insular 
Cases  decided  in  1901,  but  by  an  act  of  Congress  declacing^  it  "  a 
part  of  the  Territory  of  the  United  States,"  and  expuesdy  making 
the  Constitution  paramount  to  the  local  law.  Also  ail  the  cir- 
cumstances preceding  and  attending  the  annexation  of  the 
islands  indicated  an  intention  to  "  incorporate "  them  iiit»  the 
United  States.  The  treaty  which  the  annexing  resolution,  had 
taken  the  place  of  had  expressly  provided  that  the  islands  ^^  should 
he  incor}:)orated  into  the  United  States  as  an  integral  part  theneof 
and  under  its  sovereignty,"  and  there  is  absolutely  nothing  to 
show  that  when  the  resolution  for  annexatum  was  adopted,  a 
diSopent  destinv  was  intended  for  them. 

In  Dorr  v.  United  States,'*  decided  in  1904:,  it  was  held  that 
trial  by  jury  was  not  a  necessary  incident  of  due  process  of  law 
in  the  Philippine  Islands.  By  the  act  of  Ceegress  of  190fi  ipo- 
viding  for  the  temporary  government  of  the  Philippines  "^^rioBB 
individual  rights  were  guaranteed,  among  them  thiit  no  pesreon 
should  be  held  for  a  criminal  oifense  without  due  process  of  law; 
But  the  right  to  jury  trial  was  not  mentiwied,  and  Secticm  1*891 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  was  expressly  declar^  not  to  be  ap* 
piieable.'*^ 

This  decision  was  necessarily  determined  by  the  Downes  v; 
Bidwell,  and  United  States  v.  Mankichi  cas«;  the  former  case 
holding  that  unincorporated  territories  were  not  necessarily  en- 
titled to  all  the  privil^es  created  by  the  Constitution;  and  the 
latter  that  the  right  to  a  jury  trial  is  not  a  fundamental  right. 

Justice  Harlan  again  dissented  upon  the  same  grounds  as  those 
given  by  him  in  the  Mankichi  case. 

1*  195  U.  S,  138;  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  808;  49  L.  ed.  128. 

wlTiis  is  the  section  giving  force  and  effect  to  the  Constitution  and  laws 
of  the  United  States  not  inapplicable  within  aU  the  organized  Territories  and 
every  Territory  thereafter  organized  as  elsewhere  in  the  United 
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§183.  Alaska  Incorporated:  Rassmussen  v.  United  States. 

In  Rassmussen  v.  United  States,'*  decided  in  1905,  it  was  hdd 
that  Alaska  had  been  incorporated  into  the  United  States,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  inhabitants  were  entitled  to  jury  trial.  The 
court  did  not,  however,  attempt  to  lay  down  any  definite  rule  for 
determining  when  incorporation  has  taken  place,  but  cont«ited 
itself  with  quoting  the  following  sentences  from  the  opinion  in 
Dorr  V.  United  States,  and  holding  that  the  treaty  by  which 
Alaska  had  been  acquired,  and  the  legislation  of  Congress  subse- 
quent thereto,  did  not  bring  that  Territory  within  the  category 
of  unincorporated  Territories  according  to  the  test  implied  in  the 
sentences  quoted.  These  quoted  sentences  were  as  follows:  "If 
the  treaty-making  power  could  incorporate  territory  into  the 
United  States  without  congressional  action,  it  is  apparent  that 
the  treaty  with  Spain,  ceding  the  Philippines  to  the  United 
States,  carefully  refrained  from  so  doing;  for  it  is  expressly  pro- 
vided that  (article  9)  '  the  civil  rights  and  political  status  of  the 
native  inhabitants  of  the  territories  hereby  ceded  to  the  United 
States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Congress.'  In  this  language 
it  is  clear  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  treaty 
to  reserve  to  Congress,  so  far  as  it  could  be  constitutionally  done, 
a  free  hand  in  dealing  with  these  newly  acquired  possessions. 
The  legislation  upon  the  subject  shows  that  not  only  has  Congress 
hitherto  refrained  from  incorporating  the  •Philippines  into  the 
United  States,  but  in  the  act  of  1902,  providing  for  the  tem- 
porary civil  government  (32  Stat,  at  L.  691,  Chap.  1369),  there 
is  express  provision  that  Sec.  1891  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1878 
shall  not  apply  to  the  Philippine  Islands." 

In  this  Rassmussen  case  the  attempt  had  been  made  to  maintain 
the  doctrine  that,  even  if  incorporated,  Alaska  was  not  entitled 
to  the  right  in  question  for  the  reason  that  it  had  not  been  made 
an  "  organized  "  Territory.  This  contention,  however,  the  court 
held  clearly  unsound.  Incorporation,  and  not  organization,  it  was 
declared  was  the  test  as  to  the  general  applicability  of  the  Con- 
stitution.    Justice  Brown  concurred,   but,   as  might  have  been 

i<  197  U.  S.  516;  25  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  514;  49  L.  ed.  862. 
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expected  from  his  position  in  Downes  v.  Bidwell,  held  that  the 
general  applicability  of  the  Constitution  depended  not  upon  the 
fact  of  incorporation,  but  upon  whether  Congress  had  by  some 
expression  of  its  will  clearly  shown  that  it  intended  that  the  par- 
ticular provision  of  the  Constitution  should  apply. 

Justice  Harlan  in  a  concurring  opinion-  agaiir  stated  his 
doctrine  that  the  Constitution  in  all  its  provisions  extends  ex 
proprio  vigore  over  all  Territories  immediately  upon  annexation 
to  the  United  States.  I  cannot  agree,''  he  said,  "  that  the 
supremacy  of-  the  Constitution  depends  upon  the  will  of  Con- 
gress."      ^ 

§  184.  Other  Insular  Cases. 

In  Binns  v.  United  States'^  it  was  held  with  reference  to  license 
fees  imposed  on  certain  kinds  of  luxuries,  that,  though  Alaska 
was  an  incorporated  Territory  and,  therefore,  within  the  scope 
of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  that  excises  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  United  States,  the  tax  in  question  was  valid  as 
an  act  passed  by  Congress  acting  as  a  local  legislature,  and  not 
as  a  general  legislature  exercising  a  power  under  the  clause'® 
empowering  it  to  levy  and  collect  taxes  to  pay  the  debts  and 
provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare  of  the 
United  States. 

In  Kepner  v.  United  States,^®  decided  in  1904,  it  was  held  that 
by  an  act  of  Congress  of  1902,  the  immunity  from  double  jeop- 
ardy for  crime  as  provided  in  the  Constitution  had  been  extended 
to  the  Philippines.  The  point  urged  by  the  United  States  in  this 
ca8>  that  the  question  as  to  what  constitutes  double  jeopardy 
should  be  settled  according  to  the  local  Spanish  civil  law,  will 
be  considered  in  another  chapter  of  this  work  in  which  the  Con- 
stitutional provision  regarding  immunity  from  a  second  jeopardy 

for  the  same  criminal  offense  will  be  specially  considered.^ 

■        - 

"194  U.  S.  486;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  816;  48  L.  ed.  1087. 
"Art.  1,  Sec.  VIII,  CI.  1. 

"195  U.  S.  100;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  797;  49  L.  ed.  114. 
»  See  section  42<3. 
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In  Goeize  v.  United  Sdkte  aaid  Crofieaum  t..  Umited  Sta^ 
the  doctrine  of  De  Lima  v.  Bi^iewell  uras  foUiHxred  with  Tei&toa 
to  taxes  levied  on  goodfi  imjEKTrted  Into  the  United  States  fram 
Vorto  Ilico  after  the  taking  effeet  of  the  Foiaker  Act  estahii^mig 
civil  govcrnnient  in  thart  island. 

In  the  socalled  second  Dooley  caac^  it  was  held  that  the  tax 
collected  under  the  Fofaker  Act  on  goods  inuported  into  Forto 
Rico  from  the  United  States  was  not  a  tax  an  goods  exported 
from  a  State  and,  tlierefore^  foarbidden  by  the  Constitution.  Tk 
tax  in  question^  it  was  held,  was  in  essential  eharaeler  rather 
a  local  Porto  Kican  tax  upon  goods  coining  into  that  country, 
than  an  export  tax  on  goods  leaving  the  United  States.  As 
Justice  Brown  in  his  opinion  said:  "There  can  be  no  doubt 
whatever  that  if  the  legislative  assembly  of  Porto  Rico  should, 
with  the  consent  of  Cougress,  lay  a  tax  upon  goods  arriving  from 
ports  of  the  United  States,  such  tax,  if  legally  imposed,  would  be 
a  duty  ujx>n  imports  to  Porto  Rico,  and  not  upon  exports  from 
the  United  States;  and  we  think  the  same  result  must  follow  if 
the  duty  be  laid  by  Congress  in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit 
of  Porto  Rico.  The  truth  is  that,  in  imposing  the  duty  as  a  tem- 
porary expedient,  with  a  proviso  that  it  may  be  abolished  by  the 
legislative  assembly  of  Porto  Rico,  at  its  will.  Congress  thereby 
shows  that  it  is  undertaking  to  legislate  for  the  island  for  the 
time  being  and  only  until  the  local  government  is  put  into  opera- 
tion. The  mere  fact  that  the  duty  passes  throngh  the  hands  of 
the  revenue  officers  of  the  United  States  is  immaterial,  in  view 
of  the  requirement  that  it  shall  not  be  covered  into  the  general 
fund  of  the  Treasury,  but  be  held  as  a  separate  fnnd  for  the 
government  and  beneiit  of  Porto  Rico.  ...  It  is  not  intended 
by  this  opinion  to  intimate  that  Congress  may  lay  an  export  tax 
upon  merchandise  carried  from  one  State  to  another.  While  this 
does  not  seem  to  be  forbidden  by  the  express  words  of  the  Con- 
stitution, it  would  be  extremely  drffieult,  if  not  impossible,  to  lay 
such  a  tax  without  a  violation  of  the  first  paragraph  of  Art  1, 

^ ■ — -  _      .       - 

21  182  U.  S.  221;  21  Sup,  Ct.  Rep.  742 ;  45  L.  ed.  L065, 

22  Dooley  v.  United  States,  183  U.  S.  151;  22  Snp.  Ct.  Eep.  62;  43  L.  ed. 
128. 
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Sec.  8,  tkat  '  all  duties,  imposts  and  excises  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  United  Stages/  There  is  a  wide  difference 
between  the  full  and  paramount  power  of  Congress  in  legislating 
for  a  Territory  in  the  condition  of  Porto  Eico  and  its  power  with 
respect  to  States^  which  is  merely  incidental  to  its  rights  to  regu- 
late interstate  commerce.  The  question,  liowe^^er,  is  not  involved 
in  this  case,  and  we  do  not  desire  to  express  an  opinion  upon  it" 

In  tlie  concurring  opinion  read  by  Justice  White,  the  decision 
is  placed  upon  tlie  ground  that  the  constitutional  provision 
ap})lies  only  to  goods  exported  to  a  country  wholly  *^  foreign  "  to 
the  United  States  and  not  to  a  country  appurtsiant,  as  was  Porto 
Eico,  to  the  United  States. 

Four  justices  dissented  holding  that  t3ie  prohibition  operates, 
and  was  intended  to  operate,  as  a  general  limitation  on  the  power 
to  regulate  commerce  whether  interstate  or  foreign.  ^'And  this," 
the  dissenting  opinion  says,  "  is  equally  true  in  respect  of  com- 
merce with  the  Territories,  for  the  power  to  regula/te  commerce 
inclmles  the  power  to  regulate  not  cmly  as  between  foreign 
countries  and  the  Territories,  but  also  by  necessary  implication 
as  between  the  Stales  and  Territories.  Stoutenburgh  v.  H^mick 
129  U.  S.  141;  9  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  256;  32  L.  ei  637," 

"  The  proposition  that  because  the  proceeds  of  these  duties 
were  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  Porto  Eico  they  might  be 
regarded  as  if  laid  by  Porto  Rico  itself  "vvith  the  consent  of  Con- 
gress, and  were  therefore  lawful,  will  not  bear  examination.  No 
money  can  be  drawn  from  the  Treasury  except  in  consequence 
of  appropriations  made  by  law.  This  act  does  not  appropriate 
a  tixed  sum  for  the  benefit  of  Porto  Eico,  but  provides  that  the 
money  collected  from  the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  shall  be 
placed  in  a  separate  fund  or  subsetjuently  in  the  treasury  of 
Porto  Eico,  to  be  expended  for  the  government  and  benefit  thereof. 
And  although  the  destuiation  of  the  proceeds  in  this  way  were 
lawful,  it  would  not  convert  duties  on  articles  exported  from 
States  into  local  taxes.  States  may,  indeed,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion lay.  duties  on  foreign  imports  and  exports  for  the  use  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States,  with  the  consent  of  Congress,  but 
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they  do  not  derive  the  power  from  the  General  Government.  The 
power  pre-existed,  and  it  is  its  exercise  only  that  is  subjected  to 
the  discretion  of  Congress.  Congress  may  lay  local  taxes  in  the 
Territories,  aifecting  persons  and  property  therein,  or  authorize 
territorial  legislatures  to  do  so,  but  it  cannot  lay  tariff  duties  on 
articles  exported  from  one  State  to  another,  or  from  any  State 
to  the  Territories,  or  from  any  State  to  foreign  countries,  or 
grant  a  power  in  that  regard  which  it  does  not  possess.  But  the 
decision  now  made  recognizes  such  powers  in  Congress,  as  will 
enable  it,  under  the  guise  of  taxation,  to  exclude  the  products 
of  Porto  Rico  from  the  States  as  well  as  the  products  of  the  States 
from  Pbrto  Rico;  and  this  notwithstanding  it  was  held  in  De 
Lima  V.  Bidwell  (182  U.  S.  1;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  743;  45  L.  ed. 
1041)  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  with  Spain  ceased  to 
be  foreign  and  became  domestic  territory."  ^ 

In  Lincoln  v.  United  States,  and  Warner,  Barnes  &  Co.  v. 
United  States^*  it  was  held  that  the  existence  of  an  avowed  insur- 
rection  of  the  natives  in  the  Philippine  Islands  after  the  ratifi- 
cation of  the  treaty  of  peace  with  Spain  did  not  justify  the  exac- 
tion under  a  military  order  of  duties  on  imports  from  the  United 
States  into  Manila  after  that  data  The  Diamond  Rings  case^ 
was  held  to  govern. 

That  the  Thirteenth  Amendment  forbidding  slavery  and  invol- 
untary servitude  except  as  punishment  for  crime  is  of  application 
in  the  unincorporated  as  well  as  in  the  incorjx)rated  Territories, 
is  clear,  its  language  expre^ly  extending  its  force  not  only  to  the 
United  States  but  to  "  any  place  subject  to  their  jurisdiction." 

Certain  forms  of  slavery  do,  however,  undoubtedly  exist  in 
some  of  the  Philippine  Islands,  but  there  is  of  course  no  legality 
in  this,  and  as  soon  as  is  possible,  the  custom  or  practice  will 
be  suppressed. 

23  This  case  will  be  again  considered  in  Chapter  XU  in  connection  with  the 
discussion  of  the  taxing  powers  of  the  United   States. 
U  197  U.  S.  419;  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  455;  49  L.  ed.  816. 
25  183  U.  S.  176;  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  59;  40  L.  ed.  138. 


CHAPTER  XXXI. 

CITIZENSHIP  IN  THE  TERRITORIES. 

§  185.  Elffect  of  Cession  of  Territory  on  Citizenship  of  Inhabit- 
ants. 

Whether  or  not  inhabitants  of  territories  ceded  by  one  nation 
to  another  necessarily  have,  according  to  the  principles  of  Inter- 
national Law,  the  option  of  becoming  citizens  of  the  annexing 
State,  or  retaining  their  old  citizenship,  is  a  point  upon  which 
International  Law  writers  do  not  seem  to  be  fully  agreed. 
Rivier,  for  instance,  in  his  recent  work,  "  Principes  du  Droit  des 
Gens,"  declares  that  they  have  not  —  that  unless  expressly  pro- 
vided otherwise,  they  become,  nolens  volens,  the  subjects  of  the 
power  to  which  their  territory  is  united.  Other  text-book  writers, 
Westlake  and  Halleck,  for  instance,  claim  that  the  treaty  of  ces- 
sion being  silent  upon  this  point,  an  option  exists.^  Halleck 
declares:  "The  transfer  of  territory  establishes  its  inhabitants 
in  such  a  .position  toward  the  new  sovereignty  that  they  may 
elect  to  become,  or  not  to  become,  its  subjects.  Their  obligations 
to  the  former  government  are  canceled,  and  they  may,  or  may 
not,  become  the  subjects  of  the  new  government,  according  to 
their  own  choice.  If  they  remain  in  the  territory  after  this  trans- 
fer, they  are  deemed  to  have  elected  to  become  its  subjects,  and 
thus  have  consented  to  the  transfer  of  their  allegiance  to  the  new 
sovereignty.  If  they  leave,  sine  animo  revertendi,  they  are 
deemed  to  have  elected  to  continue  aliens  to  the  new  sovereignty. 
The  status  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  conquered  and  transferred 
territory  is  thus  determined  by  their  own  acts.     This  rule  is  the 

most  just,  reasonable,  and  convenient  which  could  be  adopted. 

- 

iThis  right  of  option  as  regards  citizenship  is  not  to  be  confounded  with 
the  right,  by  some  alleged  to  exist,  of  the  inhabitants  to  decide  whether 
or  not  thej  will  consent  to  a  transfer  of  sovereignty  over  their  territory 
to  another  power.  Such  a  right  has  never  been  accepted  by  International 
Law  writers,  nor  recognised  by  the  United  States  in  any  of  the  annexations 
by  it  of  new  territories. 
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It  is  roasonal)le  on  the  part  of  the  conqueror,  who  is  entitled  to 
know  who  ber^oino  his  subjects  and  who  prefer  to  continue  aliens; 
it  is  very  convenient  for  those  who  wish  to  become  the  subjects 
of  the  new  State,  and  is  not  unjust  toward  those  who  determine 
not  to  become  it8  subjects.  According  to  this  rule,  domicile,  as 
understood  and  defined  in  public  law,  determines  the  question  of 
transfer  of  allciriance,  or  rather,  is  the  rule  of  evidence  by  which 
that  (jnestion  is  to  be  decided." 

That,  in  the  absence  of  treaty  stipulations  to  the  contrary,  the 
citizenship  of  the  inhabitants  of  ceded  territory  is  to  be  deter- 
mined bv  the  rule  thus  stated,  is  generally  admitteil  by  American 
International  Law  writers,  and  has  been  more  than  once  declared 
by  the  Tnited  States  Supreme  Court.  In  American  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Canter,  the  court  sav:  "The  same  act  which  transferred 
their  torrit(»rv  transfers  tlie  allegiance  of  those  who  remain  in 

it ;"'  and  in  Bovd  v.  Thaver^  it  was  declared  that  "  the  nationalitv 

•  •  • 

(f  the  inliabitants  of  territory  acquired  by  conquest  or  cession 
beronics  that  of  the  government  under  whose  dominion  they  pass, 
subject  to  the  right  of  election  on  their  part  to  retain  their  former 
nationality  by  removal  or  otherwise  as  may  be  provided.^ 

8  186.  Treaty  Provisions. 

In  all  the  treaties  entered  into  by  the  United  States  wherebv 
territory  was  acquired,  prior  to  that  with  Spain  in  1S9S,  it  Avas 
j)rovide(l  either  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  territories  re- 
maining therein  should  be  admitted  as  soon  as  possible  to  the 
enjoyment  of  all  the  rights,  advantages,  and  immunities  of  citi- 
;^ens  of  the  United  States,  or  that  they  should  be  "  incor.porated 
in  the  Union  of  the  United  States,"  or  both.  It  cannot,  however, 
he  said  with  certainty,  as  has  been  maintained  by  some,  that  it 
was  due  to  those  provisions  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  ter- 
ritories were  collectively  naturalized,  for  this  point  has  never  been 
squarely  passed  upon  by  the  Supreme  Court  The  undoubted 
purpose  and  the  probable  legal  effect  of  these  provisions  was  only 
to  create  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  not  ti 

«143  U.  S.  135;   12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  375;  30  L.  ed.  103. 
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discriminate  civilly  against  these  peoples,  and,  when  tke  condi- 
tions should  warrant,  to  confer  upon  them  full  political  privil^es. 
The  determination  when  this  time  had  arrived  was  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  Congress.  Provisions  similar  to  those  of  which  we  have 
been  speaking  are  almost  always  inserted  by  all  nations  in  treaties 
of  cession  at  the  instance  of  the  ceding  power,  as  a  matter  of 
equity,  it  being  but  just  that  in  handing  over  to  the  control  of 
another  power  citizens  of  its  own  that,  as  far  as  possible,  a  State 
should  obtain  a  guarantee  that  they  should  not  be  civilly  or 
politically  oppressed. 

Bv  these  treaties  of  cession  entered  into  bv  the  United  States, 
the  iuliabitants  of  the  ceded  territories  did  become,  however, 
United  States  citizens  under  the  general  rule  quoted  above,  be- 
cause those  treaties  contained  no  stipulations  to  the  contrary. 

In  the  treaty  of  peace  with  Spain  which  provided  for  the  ces- 
sion to  the  United  States  of  Porto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Philip- 
pines we  find  for  the  first  time  appearing  a  provision  expressly 
afiirming,  that  the  cession  of  tho  islands  is  not  to  operate  as 
a  naturalization  of  their  native  inhabitants,  but  that  the  deter- 
mination of  their  civil  rights  and  political  status  is  to  be  left  to 
the  suljsequent  judgment  of  Congress.  Spanish  subjects,  natives 
of  the  Iberian  Peninsula,  but  resident  in  the  islands,  are,  how- 
ever, given  the  right  to  elect  wliether  or  not  they  will  retain  their 

old  citizenship  or  become  American  subjects.*^ 

•  — ' —  —  ■* 

8  The  provisions  43f  the  treaty  upon  these  points  are  as  follows:  "Spanish 
EDbjects,  natives  of  the  peninsula  [of  Spain]  residing  in  -the  territory  over 
\r]nch  Spain  by  the  present  treaty  relinquishes  or  cedes  her  sovereignty, 
niay  remain  in  such  territory  or  may  remove  therefrom,  retaining  in  either 
event  all  their  riglits  of  property,  including  the  right  to  sell  or  dispose  of 
such  property  or  of  its  proceeds;  and  they  shall  also  have  the  right  to  carry 
on  their  industry,  commerce,  and  professions,  being  subject  in  respect  thereof 
to  such  laws  as  are  applicable  to  other  foreigners.  In  case  they  remain  in 
V\e  territory  they  may  preserve  their  allegiance  to  tlie  Crown  of  Spain  by 
making  before  a  court  of  record  within  a  year  from  the  date  of  exchange  of 
rr.tificaticns  of  thi-;  treaty,  a  declan.ti  csn  of  their  decision  to  preserve  such 
allegiance;  in  default  of  which  declaration  they  shall  be  held  to  have  re- 
nounced it  and  to  have  adopted  the  nationality  of  the  territoi-y  in  which  they 
mav  reside. 

The  civil  rinht  and  political  status  of  the  native  inhabitants  of  the  terri- 
tories hereby  ceded  to  tlie  United  .States  shall  be  determined  by  Congress." 
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Eelative  to  the  effect  of  the  treaty  provision,  that  the  civil  or 
political  status  of  the  native  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  territories 
are  to  be  determined  by  Congress,  a  question  presents  itself, 
which  has  not  yet  been  passed  upon  by  the  Supreme  Court. 
This  is,  whether  it  is  within  the  constitutional  competence  of  the 
treaty-making  power  to  confer  upon  Congress  the  right  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  the  inhabitants  of  territories  coming  under 
the  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  shall  become  its  citizens. 
The  Constitution  declares  that  the  acts  of  the  treaty-mjiking 
power,  as  well  as  those  of  the  federal  legislature,  shall  be  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land.  The  validity  of  both  are,  however,  de- 
pendent upon  their  consonance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Constitution.  If,  then,  according  to  that  instrument,  there  may 
not  be  the  subjects  of  the  United  States  who  are  not  also  its  citi- 
zens, no  treaty  can  give  to  the  law-making  branch  the  power  to 
treat  any  persons  as  such.  In  the  Insular  Cases  it  was  held  that 
the  islands  obtained  from  Spain  have  not  been  incorporated  in 
the  "  United  States.''  Their  inhabitants  have  not  been  naturalized 
by  statute,  and  the  treaty  with  Spain  expressly  refuses  to  them 
citizenship.  The  whole  question  of  their  civil  status  thus  depends 
upon  whether  or  not  they  are  citizens  according  to  the  provision 
of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  which  declares  that  "  all  persons 
born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  juris- 
diction thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  State 
wherein  they  reside."  That  is  to  say  it  will  depend  upon  whether 
the  term  '*  United  States,"  as  here  employed,  will  be  construed  to 
exclude  or  include  "  unincorporated  "  Territories. 

As  has  been  said,  this  question  has  not  been  passed  upon  in 
limine,  by  the  Supreme  Court,  but  the  positions  taken  in  the 
Insular  Cases  would  indicate  that  inhabitants  of  these  insular 
possessions,  though  subject  to  the  sovereignty  of  and  owing  alle- 
giance to  the  United  States,  are  not  citizens  within  the  strict 
constitutional  sense.  Certainly  by  the  executive  and  l^islative 
departments  of  the  National  Government  the  position  has  been 
taken  that  they  are  not. 
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§  187.  Statutory  Provisions. 

The  citizens  of  Hawaii  have  been  made  citizens  of  the  United 
States  by  statute  enacted  April  30,  1900. 

The  act  of  June  14,  1902,*  provides  that  no  passport  shall 
be  granted  or  issued  to,  or  verified  for,  any  other  persons  than 
those  owing  allegiance,  whether  citizens  or  not^  to  the  United 
States. 

Under  this  provision  passports  are  now  issued  to  citizens  of 
Porto  Rico  and  of  the  Philippines. 

The  act  of  July  1,  1902,  providing  for  the  adminietration  of 
civil  government  in  the  Philippine  Islands,  declares  that  "All 
inhabitants  of  the  Philippine  Islands  continuing  to  reside  therein, 
who  were  Spanish  subjects  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  1&99,  and 
then  resided  in  said  islands,  and  their  children  born  subsequent 
thereto,  shall  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  citizens  of  the  Philip- 
pine Islands,  and  as  such  entitled  to, the  protection  of  the  United 
States,  except  such  as  shall  have  elected  to  preserve  their  allegiance 
to  the  Crown  of  Spain  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  of  peace  between  Spain  and  the  United  States,  agreed  at 
Paris,  December  10,  1896." 

The  act  of  April  12,  1900,'  establishing  a  civil  government  for 
Porto  Eico,  provides  that:  "All  inhabitants  continuing  to  reside 
therein  who  were  Spanish  subjects  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  1899, 
and  then  resided  in  Porto  Rico  and  their  children  born  subsequent 
thereto,  shall  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  citizens  of  Porto  Rico, 
and  as  'such  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  United  States,  except 
such  as  shall  have  elected  to  preserve  their  allegiance  to  the  Crown 
of  Spain,  on  or  before  the  11th  day  of  April,  1900,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  of  peace  entered  into  on  the  11th 
day  of  April,  1899;  and  they  together  with  such  citizens  of  the 
United  States  as  may  reside  in  Porto  Rico,  shall  constitute  a  body 
politic  under  the  name  of  the  People  of  Porto  Rico,  with  guar- 
anteed powers  as  hereafter  confirmed,  and  with  power  to  sue  and 
be  sued  as  such." 

4  32  Stat,  at  L.  386. 

5  31  Stat,  at  L.  77. 


448  United  States  Coxstitutiowai.  Law. 

Section  30  of  the  Xaturalization  Act  ef  June  29,  19W,  pw- 
Tideti :  ^'  That  ftll  the  applicsUle  pro^-isioas  of  the  luitiiializ&iion 
laws  of  the  Uniteil  States  shall  apjixlj  to  satd  he  hekl  to  antkiQa 
the  a<bnidsion  to  eltiaenahip  of  all  persous  not  citia^is  who  owe 
pcrinaneut  allegiance  to  the  United  Stste^^  and  who  may  faecone 
residents  of  any  Stale  or  organized  Territory  of  the  rnited 
States,  with  the  following  mod  iti  cat  ions:  The  Applicant  shall  ufli 
be  re<iuired  to  renounce  allegiance  to  any  foreign  soverei^rj; 
he  shall  make  his  declaration  of  intention  to  beeocue  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  at  least  two  years  prior  to  Iiis  admiBsioii,  «ni 
residence  within  the  jurisdictieai  of  tlie  United  States,  ovii^ 
such  j)ermanent  allegiance,  shall  be  regarded  as  residence  wiiiiin 
the  Unitod  States  within  the  meanii^  of  the  £ve  years'  reaidaKe 
clause  of  the  existing  law.'* 


§  188.  Native  Inhabitants  of  Porto  Rico  not  Aliens :  Gonzales  v. 

Williams. 

In  Gonzales  v.  Williams^  it  was  held  that  a  native  of  Porto 
Rico  who  was  an  inhabitant  of  that  island  at  the  time  of  its  cession 
to  the  United  States  is  not  an  ^*  alien  ''  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  ^larch  3,  1S91,  providing  for  the  detention 
and  dejK)rtation  of  alien  immigrants  likely  to  become  public 
charges.  No  position  is  taken  by  the  court,  however,  with  refe^ 
ence  to  the  question  of  citizenship.  In  its  opinion  the  court  sav: 
*^  We  are  not  retjaireil  to  discuss  .  .  .  the  contention  of 
Gonzales'  counsel  that  the  cession  of  Porto  Rico  accom^piished 
the  naturalization  of  its  people;  or  that  of  the  commissioner 
Degetau,  in  his  excellent  argimient  a^  amicus  curiae,  that  a  citi- 
zen of  Porto  Rico,  mider  the  act  of  1900,  is  necessarily  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  The  question  is  the  narrow  one  whether 
Gonzales  was  an  alien  within  the  meaning  of  tliat  term  as  used 
in  the  act  of  1S91.  .  .  ,  We  thiidi:  it  clear  that  the  act  re- 
lates to  foreigners  as  respects  this  country,  to  persons  owing 
allegiance  to  a  foreign  government,  and  citizens  and  subjects 
thereof;  and  that  citizens  of  Porto  Rico,  'whose  permanent  alle- 
giance is  due  to  the  United  States;  who  live  in  the  peace  of  tlie 

6  192  U.  S.  1;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  171;  48  L.  eel.  317. 
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dominion  of  the  United  States;  the  organic  law  of  whose  domicil 
was  enacted  by  the  United  States,  and  is  enforced  through  of- 
ficials sworn  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, — 
are  not  ^  aliens,'  and  i^pon  their  arrival  by  water  at  the  ports  of 
our  mainland  are  not  *  alien  immigrants,'  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  act  of  1B91/' 

29. 


i 


CHAPTER  XXXII. 

FOREIGN  RELATIONS:  THE  TREATY  POWER. 

In  the  discussiou'  of  the  constitutional  power  of  the  United 
States  to  extend  its  sovereignty  over  new  territories  and  to  govern 
such  territories  when  acquired,  the  fact  has  been  adverted  to  and 
relied  upon,  that  the  control  of  the  relations  of  the  United  States 
with  foreign  nations  is  exclusively  vested  in  the  General  Govern- 
ment. We  "have  now  to  examine  in  detail  the  consequences  which 
flow  from  this  fact,  and  to  examine  into  the  manner  in  which  the 
Constitution  has  provided  that  the  federal  powers  thus  vested  are 
to  be  exercised. 

§  189.  The  Federal  Power  Exclusive. 

The  exclusiveness  ^f  the  federal  jurisdiction  in  all  that  con- 
cerns foreign  affairs  is  deducible  both  from  the  national  character 
of  the  General  Government,  and  from  the  express  provisions  of 
the  Constitution. 

The  States  ai*e  expressly  forbidden  to  "  enter  into  any  treaty, 
alliance,  or  confederation,"  **  to  grant  letters  of  marque  and  re- 
prisal," or,  unless  Congress  consents,  to  "  lay  any  duty  of  tonnage, 
keep  troops  or  ships  of  war,  in  time  of  peace,  enter  into  any 
agreement  or  compact  with  another  State,  or  with  a  foreign 
power,  or  engage  in  war  unless  actually  invaded,  or  in  such  im- 
minent danger  as  will  admit  of  no  delay." 

Upon  the  other  hand,  the  General  Government  is  expressly  em- 
powered "  to  provide  for  the  common  defence  and  general  welfare 
of  the  United  States ;"  "  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  na- 
tions;" *^  to  make  treaties;"  ^^  to  establish  an  uniform  rule  of 
naturalization ;"  *^  to  define  and  punish  piracies  and  felonies  com- 
mitted on  the  high  seas,  and  offenses  against  the  law  of  nations ;" 
''  to  declare  war,  grant  letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  and  make 
rules  concerning  captures  on  land  or  water ;"  "  to  raise  and  sup- 
port armies;"  *^  to  provide  and  maintain  a  navy;"  "  to  make  rules 
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for  the  government  and  regulation  of  the  land  and  naval  forces ;'' 
"  to  provide  for  the  calling  forth  the  militia  to  .  .  .  repel 
invasions ;"  ''  to  appoint  ambassadors  and  other  public  ministers 
and  consuls;"  to  adjudicate  causes  arising  under  treaties,  -and 
all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers  and 
consuls,  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  and  cases 
between  a  State,  or  tJie  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  States,  citi- 
zens and  subjects.  Finally,  it  is  declared  that:  *^  This  Con- 
stitution, and  the  laws  of  the  United  States  which  shall  be  made 
in  pursuance  thereof;  and  all  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be 
made,  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land;  and  the  judges  in  every  State  shall  be 
bound  thereby,  anything  in  the  Constitution  or  the  laws  of  any 
State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

From  these  express  grants  of  power  to  the  General  Government, 
and  prohibitions  of  treaty  powers  to  the  States,  the  intention  of 
the  framers  of  the  Constitution  to  invest  the  Federal  Government 
with  the  exclusive  control  of  foreign  affairs  is  readily  deduoible. 

§  190.  The  Federal  Power  All-Comprehensive. 

The  control  of  international  relations  vested  in  the  General 
Government  is  not  only  exclusive,  but  all-comprehensive.  That 
is  to  say,  the  auth<M-ity  of  the  United  States  in  its  dealings  with 
foreign  powers  includes  not  only  those  powers  which  the  Constitu- 
tion specifically  grants  it,  but  all  those  powers  which  sovereign 
States  in  general  possess  with  r^ard  to  matters  of  international 
concern.  This  general  authority  in  the  United  States  is  fairly 
deducible  from  the  fact  that  in  its  dealings  with  other  States  the 
United  States  appear  as  the  sole  representative  of  the  American 
people;  that  upon  it  rests,  therefore,  the  obligation  to  perform  all 
the  duties  which  International  Law  imposed  upon  a  sovereign 
State;  and  that,  therefore,  having  these  duties  to  perform  it  is  to 
be  presumed  to  have  commensurate  powers.  "  That  would  appear 
to  be  a  most  unreasonable  construction  of  the  Constitution,"  say 
the  court  in  the  Legal  Tender  Cases,  "  which  denies  to  the  gov- 
ernment created  by  it  the  right  to  employ  freely  every  means,  not 
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prolubited,  atoocanry  for  its  pvesea^wtion,  aad  for  the  fuMlment 
of  its  acknowledged  duties,"  Tlie  court  then  go  on  to  declare: 
**x\iid  tore  it  is  to  'be  observed  it  is  not  iMdispe»sable  to  the  exists 
vwm}  of  'any  power  elainied  for  tke  Federal  Government  that  it  c»b 
l-iWownd  specified  in  the  words  of  the  Constitution,  or  cle^irlj 
tind  drreetly  trafeeWe  to  some  one  of  the  specified  powers.  It? 
existence  m»v  be  deduced  fairly  from  more  than  one  of  the  sob- 
irtmrtiire  powers  expressly  defined,  or  from  them  all  combined.  It 
\^  flUowable  to  group  together  any  number  of  them  and  infer  from 
ihem  all  that  the  power  claimed  has  been  conferred.  .  .  . 
And  it  is  of  imf  ortance  to  observe  that  Congress  has  often  ese^ 
ci^e^l,  'without  question,  powers  that  are  not  expressly  given  nor 
ancillary  to  any  single  enumerated  power.  Powers  thus  exercised 
are  what  are  called  by  Judge  fltory,  in  his  Commenhrries  on^e 
Con<rtrtTrtion, -resulting  powers,  arising  from  the  aggregate -powers 
of  the  gm^ernment.  He  instances  the  right  to  sue  and  make  con- 
tracts,   ^lany  others  might  be  grsen.''^ 

This  doctrine  thus  asserted  in  the  Legal  Tender  Cases  has  been 
especially  emphasized  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  passing  upon  tte 
constitutional  power  of  the  United  States  to  exclude  or  expel 
undesirable  aliens.  In  the  Chinese  "Exclusion  Cases^  the  cor.rt 
say:  "While  under  our  Constitution  and  form  of  government 
the  irreat  mass  of  local  matters  is  controlled  by  local  authorities, 
thcTTnited  -States,  in  their  relation  to  foreign  countries  and  their 
subjects  or  citizens,  are  one  nation,  im-ested  with  powers  which 
boloTig  to  independent  nations,  the  exercise  of  which  can  be  in- 
voked for  the  maintenance  of  its  absolute  independence  and  secih 
ritv  throusrhout  its  entire  territory.  .  .  .  The  control  of  local 
mrrtters  being  left  to  local  authorities,  and  national  matters  being 
intrusted  to  the  Government  of  the  Union,  the  problem  of  free 
iuv^titutions  existing  over  a  widely  extended  country,  having  dif- 
forent  climates  and  varied  interests,  has  been  happily  solved.  For 
local  interests  the  several  States  of  the  Union  exist,  but  for  the 
national  purposes,  embracing  our  relations  with  foreign  nations, 

we  «re  but  one  people,  one  nation,  one  power." 

— 

1  12  WaU.  Vu  :  20  L.  ed.  2S7. 

«130  U.  S.  581;  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  023;  32  L.  ed.  1068. 
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And  in  Ekiu  v.  United  States^  the  coul-t  declare:  "It  is^  an 
accepted  maxim  of  international  law,  that  every  sovereign  nation 
has-  the  power,  as  inherent  in  sovereignty,  and  essential  to  •  self-- 
preservation, to  forbid  the  entrance  of  foreigners-  within  its 
dominion^  or  to  admit  them  only  in  such  case  and  upon  sueh  con- 
ditions as  it  may  see  fit  to  prescribe.  Vattel,  lib.  2,  94,  100;  1 
Phillimore  (3d.  ed.),  chap.  10,  §  220.  In  the  United  States^^tbiB 
power  is  vested  in  the  national  government,  to  which,  the  Con- 
stitution has  committed  the  entire  control  of  international  re- 
lations, in  peace  as.  well  as  in  war." 

Again  in  Fong  Yue  Ting  v.  United  States,*  thcF'  following 
language  is  used :  "  The  right  to  exclude  or  expel  all  aliens,  or 
any  class  of  aliens,. absolutely  or  upon  certain,  conditiona,.  in- war 
or  in  peace,  being  an  inherent  and  inalienable  right  oP  every 
sovereign  and  independent"  nation,  essential  to  its  safety,  its  inde- 
pendence, and  its  welfare,  the  question  now  before  the  court  is 
whether  the  manner  in.  which  Congress  has  exenased  Una  right  in 
sections  6  and  7  of  the  Act  of  1892  is  consistent  with  the  Con- 
stitution. The  United  States  are  a  sovereign  and  independent 
nation,  and  are  vested  by  the  Constitution  with  the  entire  oooatrol 
of'  international  relations,  and  \vith  all  the  powers  of  gorearmnent 
necessary  to  maintain  that  control  and  make  it  effective.  The 
only  government  of  this-  counti'y,  which  other  nations .  recognize 
or  treat  with,  is  the  Government  of  the  Union ;  aaid  the  only 
American  flag  known  throughout  the  world  is  the  flag  of  the 
United  States." 

In  an  eariier  chapter  we  have  seen  that  the  power  of  the  United 
States  to  annex  territory  is  deducible  not  merely  from  such  ex- 
press grants  of  power,  as  to  enter  into  treaties^  to  declare:  war, 
etc.,  but  from  the  national  sovereignty  of  the  United  States  in 
its  international  relations. 

The  reasoning^  of  the  court  in  maintenance  of  the  principle 
that  in  all  that  concerns  foreign  relations  the  United  Statesr  has 
the  same  plenitude  of  constitutional  power  as  that  possessed  by 

tut  U.  S;  651;   12  Sup.  Ct;  Rep    336;  33  L.  ed.   1146. 
4  14»  U.  S.  698;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  1016;  37  L.  ed.  9^. 
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other  sovereign  States  is  sound.  This  appeal,  however,  to  the  fact 
of  **  national  sovereignty ''  as  a  source  of  federal  .power  is  not  a 
valid  one  outside  of  the  international  field.  It  cannot  properly  be 
resorted  to  when  recognition  of  an  international  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  is  not  involved,  and  when,  therefore,  the 
matter  is  purely  one  relating  to  the  reserved  powers  of  the  States 
or  to  the  private  rights  of  the  individuals.  To  permit  the  doc- 
trine to  apply  within  these  fields  would  at  once  render  the  Federal 
Government  one  of  unlimited  powers.' 

KThe  Supreme  Court  has,  however,  upon  several  occasions  emplojed  Uo- 
guage  which  would  imply  the  acceptance  of  the  doctrine  in  this  improper 
maiiner,  or,  at  least,  has  appealed  to  it  in  support  of  conclusions  reached 
upon  oilier  grounds.  Thus  in  the  Legal  Tender  Cases  (12  Wall.  457;  20 
L.  ed.  287)  Justice  Bradley  says:  "The  United  States  is  not  only  a  govern- 
ment, hut  it  is  a  national  government,  and  the  only  government  in  this 
country  that  has  the  character  of  nationality.  It  is  vested  with  power  orer 
all  foreign  relations  of  the  country,  war,  peace,  and  negotiations  and  inter- 
course with  other  nations;  all  which  are  forbidden  to  the  state  governments. 
It  has  jurisdiction  over  all  those  general  subjects  of  legislation  and  sovereignty 
which  afTect  the  Interests  of  the  whole  people  equally  and  alike,  and  which 
require  uniformity  of  regulation  and  laws.  .  .  .  Such  being  the  character 
of  the  General  Government,  it  seems  to  be  a*  self-evident  proposition  that  it  is 
invested  with  all  those  inherent  and  implied  powers  which,  at  the  time  of 
adopting  the  Constitution,  were  generally  conceded  to  belong  to  every  govern- 
ment as  such,  and  as  being  essentia]  to  the  exercise  of  its  functions." 

And  in  Juillard  v.  Greenman  (110  U.  S.  421;  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  122;  28 
L.  ed.  204)  the  court  derive  additional  support  for  its  position  upholding 
the  constitutionality  of  the  Legal  Tender  law^s,  from  the  doctrine  that  sever* 
cign  nations  generally  have  the  power.  The  court,  in  its  opinion,  say: 
"  The  power,  as  incident  to  the  power  of  borrowing  money  and  issuing  hills 
or  notes  of  the  Government  for  money  'borrowed,  of  impressing  upon  those 
bills  or  notes  the  quality  of  being  a  legal  tender  for  the  payment  of  private 
debts,  was  a  power  universally  understood  to  belong  to  sovereignty,  in 
Europe  and  America,  at  the  time  of  the  framing  and  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  The  governments  of  Europe,  acting  through 
the  monarch  or  the  legislature,  according  to  the  distribution  of  powers  under 
their  respective  constitutions,  had  and  have  as  sovereign  a  power  of  issuing 
paper  money  as  of  stamping  coin.  .  .  .  The  exercise  of  this  power  not  being 
prohibited  to  Congress  by  the  Constitution,  it  is  included  in  the  power  ex- 
pressly granted  to  borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  United  States,  .  .  . 
Congress  as  the  legislature  of  a  sovereign  nation,  being  expressly  empowered 
by  the  Constitution  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  etc.  .  .  .  and  the  power  to 
mftke  the  notes  of  the  government  a  legal  tender  in  the  payment  of  private 
debts  being  one  of  the   powers   belonging  to   sovereignty   in   other  civilized 
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In  summary,  then,  we  may  say  that  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment though  one  of  complete  powers  in  all  that  relates  to  its  deal- 
ings with  foreign  States,  is,  in  all  other  respects,  one  of  limited, 
enumerated  powers. 

§  191.  The  Manner  of  Exercise  of  the  Treaty-making  Power. 

The  Constitution®  provides  that  the  President  "  shall  have 
power,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  to  make 
treaties,  provided  two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present  concur." 

It  was  not  until  the  closing  days  of  the  Constitutional  Conven- 
tion that  the  President  was  associated  with  the  Senate  in  the 
negotiation  and  ratification  of  treaties.  Upon  August  23d,  how- 
ever, Madison  observed,  "  that  the  Senate  represented  the  States 
alone,  and  for  this  as  well  as  other  obvious  reasons  it  was  proper 
that  the  President  should  be  made  an  agent  in  the  treaties." 
September  4th,  the  Committee  to  which  undetermined  sections  of 
the  Constitution  had  been  referred,  reported  back  the  treaty  clause 
in  substantially  the  form  in  which  it  now  appears.  The  only  dis- 
cussion which  the  clause  then  received  was  with  reference  to  the 
size  of  the  majority  that  should  be  required  in  the  Senate  for 
approval  of  treaties,  and  whether  treaties  of  peace  should  not,  by 
way  of  exception,  require  only  a  simple  majority  vote. 

The  second  clause  of  Article  VI  of  the  Constitution  declares 

that  "  This  .Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
»  — 

nations,  and  not  expressly  withlield  from  Congress  by  the  Constitution;  we 
are  irresistibly  impelled  to  the  conclusion  that  the  impressing  upon  the 
treasury  notes  of  the  United  States  the  quality  of  being  a  legal  tender  in 
the  payment  of  private  debts  is  an  appropriate  means,  conducive  and  plainly 
adapted  to  the  execution  of  the  lindoubted  powers  of  Congress." 

In  the  foregoing  it  will  be  observed  that  the  court  find  the  legal  tender 
power  implied  in  other  powers  expressly  given  by  the  Constitution  to  Congress, 
but  the  validity  of  this  implication  it  founds  on  the  nature  of  sovereignty 
as  exemplified  in  the  political  world  generally. 

Again  in  United  States  v.  Jones  (109  U.  S.  513;  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  346; 
27* L.  ed.  1015)  with  reference  to  its  powers  of  eminent  domain,  the  court 
say :  "  ITie  power  to  take  private  property  for  public  uses,  generally  termed 
the  right  of  eminent  domain,  belongs  to  every  independent  government  It  ia 
an  incident  of  sovereignty,  and  as  said  in  Boom  v.  Patterson  (98  U.  S.  403; 
25  L.  ed.  206),  requires  no  constitutional  recognition." 

eArt.  II,  Sec.  2,  CI.  2. 
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which  ^all  be  made  in.  pursuaiioe  thereof;,  and  all-  daades  mde^ 
or  wliich  aliall  be  made,  under  the  authority  of  the  United  Stite% 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land;  and.  the  jod^^  in  enrf 
State  shall  he  bound  thereby;  anything  in  the  CenfititutioiL aal 
laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."  It  had  been 
sugge.stcd  in  the  Convention  by  Gouvernatir  ALorct^  that  no  ttHij 
should  be  binding  on  tlie  United  States  until  ratiiied  by  a  liw, 
but,  the  disadvantages  o£  such  a  provision  being  pointed  out^  the 
sulr£rl^tiun  was  voted  own.  A  proposal  waA^  also  made,  bat  i^ 
jeeted  because  of  the  often  necessity  of.  secrecy^  that  the  House 
of  Representatives  should  participate  with,  the  Senate  in  the  rsti- 
licatiou  of  treatie3. 

That  treaties  duly  ratified  should,  bind,  the  States,  and  h 
beyond  their  power  to  change,,  was  never  questioned  in  the  Coaven- 
tion.  Until  August  23d,  it  was  agreed  that  the  General  Govern- 
ment sliould  have  an  express  power  to  enforce  by  arms  all  treaties, 
but  this  provision  was  then  stricken  out  for  the  reason  that  treaties 
being  expressly  declared  to  have  the  force  of  law,  the  federal 
judicial  power  would  have  sufficient  authority  to  determine  whea 
they  were  infringed  and  to  order  their  enfbreemenL 

In  the  state  ratifying  conventions  the  f hot  that  treaties  were  ta 
be  superior  to  state  constitutions  and  lawft  created  not  a*  little  fe«r 
of  i)ossible  oppression.  In  Virginia*  Patriok  Henry  naised  ^ong 
objection  to  this,,  and  in  several  States  there  was  urged  the  neces* 
sity  of  an  amendment  specifically  declaring  that  no  treaty  should 
operate  to  change  the  Constitution,  of  a  State;. 

§  192;  The  Negotiation  of  Treaties.  ^ 

With  res]>ect  to  the  manner  in  which  treaty-making- is,  aocond- 
ing  to  the  Constitution,  to  be  conducted,  the  first  question  that 
arises  is  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  Senate  may  properly  par- 
ticipate not  only  in  the  ratification,  but  in  the  preliminary  negoti- 
ation of  international  amercements. 

In  the  same  clause,  indeed  in  the  same  sentence,  of  the  Con-r 
stitution  in  which  provision  is  made  for  entering  into  treaticsj 
it  is  provided  that  the  President  "  shall  nominate  and  bv  and 
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wUh.  the  advice  of.  the  Senate  shall  appoint  ambasaftdoTs-,  other 
public  ministers  audi  consiil^y"  etc*.  Hece  the  phraseology'  shows 
that,  the  act  of  nominating  the  public  officials-  mentioned,  is 
clearly  distinguished  from  their  appointment.  They  are  to  be 
nominated  by  the  Preaideiit,  but  to  be  appointed  by  the  Senate 
and  President.  The  negotiating  of  tiBatiea  iS'Uot,  however,  by  the 
•phraseology  of  the  treaty  clause  thus  sharply  dii^tinguished  from 
their  ratification  as  regards  the  federal  organs  by  which  this-nego^ 
tiiktion.  and  ratification  is  to  be  performed  The  language  is  that 
the  President  ''  shall  have  power,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con- 
sent  of  the  Senate,  to  make  treaties,"  not  that  "  he  shall  negotiate, 
and,  with  the<ionsent  of  the  Senate,  ratify  treaties."* 

As  further  indicative  of  an  intended  participation  of  the  Senate 
in  the  negotiation  of  treaties  is  the  fact,  already  adverted  to,  that 
in  the  Convention,  until,  almost  the  last  moment,  it  was^  agreed 
that  tlie  treaty-making  power  should  be  vested  exclusively  in  the 
Senate,  a'  body  the  membership  of  which  at  that  time  it  was 
thought  would  remain  comparatively  small/ 

Actual  practice  exhibits  frequent  instances  in  which  the  Senate 
has  participated  in  the  negotiation  of  treaties. 

During  the  first  years  under  the  Constitution  the  relations  be- 
tween the  President  and  the  Senate  were  especially  close.  In 
1781)  President  Washington  notified  the  Senate  that  he  would  con- 
fer with  them  with  reference  to  a  treaty  with  certain  of  the  Indian 
tribes,  and,  on  the  next  day,  and  again  two  days  later,  went  with 
General  Knox  before  that  body  for  that  purpose.  Again,  in  1790, 
President  Washington  in  a  written  communication  asked  the  ad- 
vice of  the  Senate  as  to  a  new  boundary  treaty  to  be  entered  into 
»  — — • 

7  It  would  appear  that  tlie  original  intention  of  the  framera  of  the  Consti- 
tution was  that  the  Senate  should  act  more  as  an  executive  council  than 
as  an  i^)per  legislative  cliarmber.  See  Ford,  Rise  and  Growth  of  American 
Politics,  ''  The  law  makes  the  Senate  the  adviser  of  the  President  in  the  niak* 
ing  of  a  treaty  through  all  its  stages  —  not  that  it  requires  that,  in  every 
instance,  the  President  shall  have  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
but  that,  in  every  instance,  the  President  has  the  right-  to  have  it,  and 
correspondingly,  in  every  instance,  the  Senate  has  the  right  to  enforce  it. 
It  is  a  reciprocal  right  for  a  co-mmon  benefit."  Senator  A.  O.  Bacon  in  the 
yortH  Ame^icnn  Revieio,  April  19,  1906. 
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with  the  Cherokees.  So  also,  in  1791,  he  asked  the  Senate  to 
advise  him  as  to  what  answer  to  be  made  to  the  French  Charge 
des  Affaires,  with  regard  to  a  question  of  tonnage  on  foreign 
vessels. 

John  Quincy  Adams  in  hie  Memoir^  relates  that  Craw- 
ford told  him  that  Washington  went  to  the  Senate  with  i 
draft  of  a  treaty ;  that  "  they  debated  it,  and  proposed  alterations, 
so  that,  when  Washington  left  the  Senate  Chamber,  he  said  he 
would  be  damned  if  he  ever  went  there  again.  And  ever  siwe 
that  time  treaties  have  been  negotiated  by  the  Executive  before 
submitting  them  to  tlie  consideration* of  the  Senate." 

In  fact,  however,  the  Presidents  did  continue  occasionally  to 
consult  with  the  Senate  in  regard  to  the  negotiation  of  treaties. 

In  1794,  when  sending  the  name  of  John  Jay  as  Envoy  Ex- 
traordinary to  England,  Washington  explained  to  the  Senate  his 
purpose  in  doing  so ;  and  the  same  was  done  by  President  Adams 
in  1797  when  nominating  the  special  commission  to  f^rance.' 

§  193.  Powers  of  the  Senate. 

After  the  first  few  years  under  the  Constitution,  however,  the 
practice  on  the  part  of  the  President  of  consulting  the  Senate  with 
regard  to  the  treaties  to  be  negotiated,  became  an  infrequent  one, 
but  yet  not  one  wholly  obsolete.  Thus,  in  1818,  President  Monroe 
asked  the  Senate  whether  he  alone  as  Executive  was  constitution- 
ally competent  to  arrange  with  Great  Britain  as  to  naval  arma- 
ments upon  the  Great  Lakes ;  an#,  if  not,  that  they  would  give  him 
advice  as  to  the  proper  agreement  with  reference  thereto,  that 
should  be  entered  into.  Again,  in  1830,  President  Jackson  asked 
the  advice  of  the  Senate  as  to  the  terms  of  a  treaty  to  be  negoti- 
ated with  the  Choctaw  Indians.  His  message,  however,  bears 
evidence  to  the  fact  that  he  is  aware  that  he  is  departing  from 
the  practice  of  years  immediately  preceding,  though  not  from 

8  VII,   427. 

» For  other  instances  in  which  during  the  early  days,  as  well  as  «t 
later  times,  the  advice  of  the  Senate  has  been  asked  by  the  President  in 
the  negotiation  of  international  agreements,  see  Crandall,  Treaties:  Their 
Making  and  Enforcement,  pp.  54  et  seq.  and  an  article  in  /?cTt6wer'«  Maga::ine. 
Jan.,  1002,  by  Senator  Henry  Cabot  Lodge,  entitled  "The  Treaty  making 
Power." 
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that  of  the  early  period.  He  says :  "  I  am  aware  that  in  thus 
resorting  to  the  early  practice  of  the  government,  by  asking  the 
previous  advice  of  the  Senate  in  the  discharge  of  this  portion  of 
my  duties,  I  am  departing  from  a  long  and  for  many  years  un- 
broken usage  in  similar  cases.  But  being  satisfied  that  this  resort 
is  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  that  it  is 
strongly  recommended  in  this  instance  by  considerations  of  ex- 
pediency, and  that  the  reasons  which  have  led  to  the  observance 
of  a  different  practice,  though  very  cogent  in  negotiations  with 
foreign  nations,  do  not  apply  with  equal  force  to  those  made  with 
Indian  tribes,  I  flatter  myself  that  it  will  not  meet  with  the  dis- 
approbation of  the  Senate/*'^ 

In  the  article  already  referred  to.  Senator  Lodge  enumerates 
a  not  inconsiderable  number  of  instances  down  to  comparatively^ 
recent  times  in  which  the  Senate  has  participated  in  the  negotia- 
tion of  treaties- 

In  a  nimiber  of  cases  the  Senate  has  by  resolution  suggested  to 
the  President  that  certain  negotiations  be  initiated.  Thus  in 
1835  the  Senate  requested  the  President  to  open  negotiations  with 
the  Central  American  governments  with  a  view  to  securing  treaties 
granting  protection  to  ^uch  individuals  as  might  undertake  the 
construction  of  an  interoceanic  canal.  In  1888,  President  Cleve- 
land was  requested  by  the  Senate  to  open  negotiations  with  China 
for  the  regulation  of  immigration  of  subjects  of  that  country  into 
the  United  States.  In  1880,  by  a  concurrent  resolution,  the  Sen- 
ate and  House  of  Representatives  requested  the  Executive  to  seek 
the  co-operation  of  other  Powers  in  providing  for  the  amicable 

settlement   by    arbitration   of    disputes    which   could   be   settled 

»  —  ■* 

10 "Secretary  Webster,  in  the  important  negotiations  which  he  conducted 
for  the  adjustment  of  the  northeastern  boundary  kept  the  Senate  advised  of 
the  progress  of  the  negotiations  and  it  was  mainly  for  that  reason  he 
was  able  to  carry  the  treaty  by  an  overwhelming  vote  in  the  Senate  which 
was  politically  hostile  to  the  administration.  Secretary  Buchanan,  before 
signing  the  treaty  adjusting  the  Oregon  boundary,  submitted  the  full  text 
to  the  Senate  and  received  an  informal  note  approving  it.  President  Jackson 
even  consulted  the  Senate  as  to  the  propriety  of  refusing  to  accept  the  award 
(under  a  treaty)  of  the  King  of  the  Netherlands,  and  procured  a  note  of 
that  body  advising  him  as  to  the  course  to  be  putsued."  (J.  W.  Foster  in 
Yale  Law  Journal,  XI,  71.) 
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through  the  ordinary  diplomatie  channelsk  By  an  act  of  Con- 
gressy  the  Hnesident  was^  in  1902,  advised  and  authorized  to  aater 
into  certain  treaty  arrangementa  with  reference  to  the  ooBstnic- 
tion  of  an  interoceanic  canal. 

All  of  the  instances  cited  above  are,  however,  hj  way  of  general 
exception  to  the  rule  according  to  which  the  negotiating  of 
treaties  ia  in  the  hand&  of  the  President.  The  Senate's  function, 
so  far  at  lea«t  as  its  formal  action  is  concerned,  is  limited  to  the 
disapproval,  or  ratification,  with  or  without  amendments,  of  the 
treaties  after  they  have  been  agreed  upon  by  the  President  and 
the  chancellaries  of  the  foreign  countries-  concerned. 

Though,  as  has  just  been  said,  the  formal  participation  of  the 
Senate  as  a  body  in  the  negotiation  of  treaties  is  not  often  now 
solicited,  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  body  is,  according  to  modem 
usage  frequently,  indeed,  it  might  be  said,  generally,  kept  well 
informed  as  to  the  progress  of  international  negotiations  by  means 
of  pei'sonal  interviews  between  the  Executive  and  prominent  Sen- 
ators, especially,  of  course,  those  serving  upon  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  i\jffairs  of  the  Senate^  Li  1S9&  three  of  the  five  Com- 
missioners appointed  to  negotiate  the  -Treaty  of  Peace  with  Spain 
were  Senators  and  members  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs* 

Xovertheless,  this  practice  has  not  prevented  frequent  friction 
between  the  Senate  and  the  Executive  with  reference  to  foreign 
relations.  Especially  has  this  been  true  since  the  time  when  Mr. 
Blaine  held  the  position  of  Secretary  of  State.  From  the  time 
when  ilonroe  became  Secretary  of  State  in  1811  to  the  resign 
nation  of  Mr.  Blaine  in  1892,  with  the  exception  of  a  very 
few  years,  this  Secretaryship  was  held  by  men  who  had  .previously 
been  in  the  Senate,  but  since  then,  with  the  exception  of  Sherman 
and  Knox,  this  has  not  been  tnie.^^  Speolving  of  the  lack  of  har- 
mony which  has  existed  during  this  recent  period.  Professor 
licinsch  writes:  '^  Under  the^e  circumstances,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  there  should  have  betm  more  friction  between  the  President 
and  the  Senate  on  foreign  matters  than  existed  during  earlier  years 
of  our  national  life.  Such  constant  friction  as  has  during  recent 
years  existe<l  between  the  Senate  and  the  Department  of  Stale  is, 

n  Cf,  Reinsch,  American  Legislatures,  p.  95. 
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in  i act,  impivcedeiited  in  our  naticoial  iiistory.  It  began  xmieir 
Mr.  Cleveland's  regime,  when  the  Qlney-Pauncefote  arbitration 
tfeaty  was  rejected,  partly  on  aocomit  of  the  unpopularity  of  the 
Administration,  partly  on  account  of  a  atrong  political  opposition 
to  any  arbitration  iirrangements  with  Great  Britain.  -Even  under 
McKinley,  notwitha:tending  die  uuiisual  relations  of  friendliness 
Iffitween  the  President^and  the  Senate,  the  most  im.portant  treaties 
siifamitted  by  the  Department  of  fitate  were  rejected  or  modified 
by  the  Senate.  Again  it  proved  impossible  to  have.alirrtiah  arbi- 
tration treaty  ratified.  The  Hay-Pauncefote  canal  treaty  failed, 
and  this  was  also  thedfate  of  several  important  reciprocity  treaties. 
.  .  ^  The  Senate  has  continued  this  critical  attitude  with  the 
result  that  no  important  treaty  has  been  allowed  to  pass  without 
such -modification  as  has  often  oitu'ely  destroyed  its  original  pur- 
pose. The  only  exception  is  the  Treaty  of  Paris,  in  the  formation 
of  which  individual  senators  had  taken  #  j>rominent  part  The 
Newfoundland  reciprocity  treaty  was  ruined  through  the  inter- 
ference of  special  interests." 

In  addition  to  these  instances  of  disagreement,  in  ld(X5  jcame  the 
disagreement  between  the  Senate  and  Executive  n«rith  reference  to 
the  general  arbitration  treaties  which  had  been  negotiated,  and 
the  irritation  aroused  in  tlie  Senate  by  the  San  Domingo  protocol 
entered  into  by  the  President  on  January  20,  1905.  Eurther  ref- 
erence to  the  -principles  involved  in  several  of  these  disagreements 
will  presently  be  made. 

OccaMonally  the  Senate  has  turned  down  projects  to  the  appro- 
val of  which  it  has  earlier  committed  itself. 


§  IM.  The  "  fiecognxtion  "  of  Poretgn  QovemmaitB. 

The  recognition  by  the  United  States  of  a  status  of  belligereticy, 
or  the  recognition  of 'the  sovereignty  and  independence  of  a 
foreign  government  are  political  acts,  not  subject  to  judicial  re- 
view^* and  are  performed  by  the  President.  At  times  the  claim 
has  been  made  that  this  power  of  recognition  is  one  to  be  exer- 
cised at  the  dictaticm  of  Congress,  but  precedents  are  against  the 

■  1 11 —  . 

12  See  Chapter  LI. 
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claim.'*  It  is  to  be  presumed,  however,  that  when  the  recognition 
of  a  status  of  belligerency  or  of  the  inde{)eiidence  of  a  revoludao- 
ary  government  is  likely  to  institute  a  casus  belli  with  some  other 
foreign  power,  the  President  will  be  guided  in  large  measure  bj 
the  wishes  of  the  legislative  branch.  Upon  the  other  hand,  it  is 
the  proper  province  of  the  Executive  to  refuse  to  be  guided  by  i 
resolution  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  if,  in  his  judgment,  to 
do  so  would  be  unwise.  The  legislaiture  may  express  its  wishes 
or  opinions,  but  may  not  command. 

§  195.  The  Power  of  the  Senate  to  Amend  Treaties. 

There  would  seem  to  be  no  question  but  that,  having  the  power 
either  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  an  international  agreement 
negotiated  by  the  President,  the  Senate  has  also  the  power,  wh«i 
disapproving  a  proposed  treaty,  to  state  upon  what  conditions  it 
will  approve;  in  other ''^ords,  to  amend  any  treaty  submitted 
to  it.'*  In  so  doing  there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the 
Senate  is  well  within  its  constitutional  right  U.pon  the  other 
hand,  it  is  equally  within  the  province  of  the  Executive  to  consider 
the  amendment  of  a  treaty  by  the  Senate  as  equivalent  to  a  re- 
jection of  it.  When,  therefore,  a  treaty  has  been  amended  in  the 
Senate,  it  is  within  the  President's  power  to  abandon  the  whde 
treaty  project,  or  to  reopen  negotiations  with  the  foreign  country 
or  coimtries  concerned  with  a  view  to  obtaining  their  consent  to 
the  changes  desired  by  the  Senate,  or,  finally,  to  begin  de  novo  and 
attempt  to  negotiate  an  entirely  new  treaty,  which  he  mJJ^  hope 
will  secure  senatorial  approval.  In  case  he  decides  to  follow  the 
second  of  these  courses,  namely,  to  secure  the  approval  of  the 
foreign  country  or  countries  to  the  amendments  to  the  treaty  pro- 
ject made  in  the  Senate,  and  is  successful  in  this,  it  would  seem 

—  <i  - 

13  See  Senate  Docs.,  Nos.  40  and  50,  54th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.;  Hinds,  Pre- 
cedents of  the  House  of  Representatives,  chapters  XLVIII,  XLIX. 

1*  Tlie  approval  or  disapproval  of  a  treaty  project  by  the  Senate  is  often 
fipoken  of  as  the  ratification  or  refusal  to  ratify.  Strictly  speaking,  however, 
this  language  is  incorrect,  as  the  ratification  of  a  treaty  is  the  final  act 
performed  by  the  President  by  which  the  agreement  is  declared  in  force 
between  the  United  States  and  the  foreign  State  or  States  which  are  the 
parties  to  it. 
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that  the  treaty  need  not  again  be  submitted  to  that  body  for  its 
approval,  but  may  be  at  once  promulgated.'*^ 

When,  in  1795,  the  Jay  treaty  was  submitted  to  the  Senate  for 
approval,  that  body  advised  the  President  to  approve  on  condition 
that  certain  specified  changes  were  made  in  it.  These  changes 
having  been  consented  to  by  Great  Britain  the  treaty  was  ratified 
without  again  submitting  the  instrument  to  the  approval  of  the 
Senate.  The  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  this  course  had  been 
submitted  by  Washington  to  the  members  of  his  cabinet  and  up- 
held by  them.  The  same  practice  has  been  followed  in  subse- 
quent cases.  Where,  however,  the  changes  made  in  a  treaty  pio- 
ject  have  not  been  specifically  indicated  by  the  Senate  as  desired 
by  that  body,  it  has  been  very  properly  held  that  the  amended 
project  should  be  again  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  its  action 
thereon.'* 

The  Senate's  right  to  amend  a  treaty  has  been  directly  upheld 
by  the  Supreme  Court  In  Haver  v.  Yaker"  the  court  say: 
"  In  this  country  a  treaty  is  something  more  than  a  contract,  for 
the  federal  Constitution  declares  it  to  be  the  law  of  the  land.  If 
so,  before  it  can  become  a  law,  the  Senate,  in  whom  rests  the  au- 
thority to  ratify  or  approve  it,  must  agree  to  iL  But  the  Senate 
are  not  required  to  adopt  or  reject  it  as  a  whole,  but  may  modify 
or  amend  it"  '®  The  approval  of  the  Senate  being  essential  to  the 
validity  of  all  treaties  entered  into  by  the  United  States,'*  it  has 
been  held  that  all  protocols,  and  explanations  given  by  the  Execu- 
tive as  to  the  meaning  of  treaty  provisions,  which  have  not  been 
passed  upon  and  approved  by  the  Senate,  are  not  to  be  considered 
as  internationally  binding  upon  the  United  States,  or  enforced  in 
its  courts.  For  this  reason  it  is  not  constitutional  for  the  Presi- 
dent to  insert  in  a  treaty  secret  provisions  which  have  not  been 
approved  by  the  Senate.  Most  of  the  written  constitutions  of 
foreign  Powers  have  specific  prohibitions  with  reference  to  secret 
provisions. 

>L • ■ 

iBCrandall,  Treaties:  Their  Making  and  Enforcement,  pp.  68  ei  aeq. 
loCrandall,  pp.  68  et  acq, 
"9  Wall.  32;  19  L.  ed.  571. 

u  Senator    Lodge    enumerates    shity-eight   treaties    that   were   amended   by 
the  Senate  and  afterward  ratified. 

19  For   qualification   of   this   statement,   see   Chapter   XXXIII. 
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I^HM.  FiDMigii Stats .Hbrid itD Ji  Knn» Wdge >af  ithe JadtJon ^ 
Treaty-Makiiig  Pamma. 

OanflBdly  sptaJrhig,  aBBotding  to  ralcg  c£  i]itenwtioiiilJaK,(»e 
State  is  not  commmmi  <ritfa|  muA,  thwrefawe,  not  jequiied  tobeeif- 
nizant  x)f,  the  conrtitotinml  bm  of  ■■ofher  fitale  with  wbkii  it 
has  dealingB.  With  leopoct,  Jio«ie«ery  to  tke  eoofititatioBal  tmtf- 
nuking  powers  of  the  govemmenlal  orguks  of  that  fitate,  otl^f 
btates  are  required  to  beinfanned; — qmcMUn  alio  eotdrakU,  ui 
e4t,  tel  debet  esse  uon  ignanu  cotuiiUonig  ejus  —  and,  therefore, 
it  i&  no  great  ground  of  oemplaint  on  the  part  of  a  Stale,  as,  for 
eixaniple,  England,  in  whcMe  i^lxecuiive  is  ezdvsiTelj  iFested  tbe 
treaty-making  power,  when  a  tareaQ'  project  wiiich  kae  been  mutu- 
ally agreed  upon  'l)et«een  the  Kxecotive  of  that  oountry  and  tke 
Executive  of  the  United -Btatee,  faiie  ef  appioval,  or  le  amended 
iu  the  Senate.^ 

it  would  eeeni,  however,  that^when  the  AmerJcanJSenate  amende 
a  treatj,  and  then  formally  tatiiies  it  as  anHmderi,  and  returns  it 
to  the  President  ior  him  to  anhmit  to  the  other  nation  eouearned, 
there  is  some  ground  ior  complaint  that  thereby  auah  Jtation  i^ 
improperly  placed  in  a  position  where  it  is  called  upon  to  pass 
upon  a  project  which  has  oiot  been  faaaed  npon  niegotiations  h&- 
tweeu  tlie  two  Statesin  which  opportunity  has  heen^ven  to^tate 
and  argue  the  merits  upon  both  aides  of  the  project.  Jn  otfaer 
word^,  that  the  onus  of  aceepting  or  rejecting  a  eompletjod  project 
is  thereby  imj)roperly  pLaoed  upon  the  treaty-making  organ  of  the 
foreign  iState.  This  woidd  appeal*  to  iiave  been  the  objection 
made  by  Xord  Lansdowue  in  his  note  of  J'ebruary  .2:2,  Jj^Ol,  to 
Lord  Paimcefute,  with  reference  to  th©  HayTPauncefote  treaty 
which  in  JJeeeuiber,  11)00,  iiad  been  amended  and  then  approved 
by  the  Senate.  This  treaty,  it  will  be  .remembeced^  had  ior  its 
aim  the  deiinite  determination  of  eertain  matters  whifih  had. been 
covered   by  the  Clayton-^Bulwer  treaty,  the  -aubsisting  force  of 

^i  In  order,  bovvever,  to  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  mi  sunder  standing  vai 
consequent  irritation,  it  has  been  a  common,  though  not  uniform,  practice 
to  btate  explicitly  in  tlie  powers  granted  those  who  are  to  negotiate  a  treaty, 
that  their  action,  in  order  to  become  binding  on  the  United  States,  requires 
the  approval  of  tlie  President  and  the  Senate. 
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whicL  haiLbeea.  ijl  dispuita.  TbA-  Senale-'s  amendment  to  the  new 
arxangemeni  agreed  vipotL  between  Secietary  of  State  Kay  and 
Lord  Lansdowne,  was  amended  by  the  Senate*  by  the  insectiiHL  of 
the  statement  that:  tha  Cla^tonrEuIweff  treaty  waa  ^"hereby  super- 
sededJ'  Befemng.  to^  this  providk)n^  Lord  Lajisdo^^ne  said: 
^^  The  ClaytonrBuLw^  treaty^  iaran  international  contract  of  mL*- 
qiiestioned.  validity ;  a  contratft,.  whioh^  a^eording.  to  well-estab- 
lished intematLonaL  uaage^  ought  not  to.  be  abrogated  ov  mt)dified 
save  with  the  consent  of  both  the.  parties  to  the  contract.  Hia 
Majesty's  Government  find  thfimselvea  confronted  with  a  proposal 
communicated  to  them  by  the  United  States:  Government,  without 
any  previous,  attempt  to  a^ortai&.theix.viewa^  for  the  abrogatida 
of  the  ClaytonrBulwer  treaty," 

§  187.  Plaaasy  Powe»o<  Ratifisattaii; 

Whether  ojt  net  this  n^cessky  for  s^iatorial  appro^  to  all 
treaty  piojeetst  renders-  it  constitatiiMiaily  impossible  for  the 
United  States,  to  give  to  diplomatic  a^^nts  full  powers  to  ratify 
treaties  negotiated  by  them:  and  thus  render  th^n  immediately 
effective  without  subsequent  submission,  to*  the  SeBAte,  is  doubtful. 
The  point  has  never  been  paased  upon:  by  our  courts ;  but  it  is 
qjiite  possible!  that,  should  a  judicial  pronomiDemeat  upon  thie 
point  ba  required,  it  would  be  htid  that  for  the  Semite  to  commit, 
itself  ini  advance  ta  wliatever  oeoiUtiona  the  treaty  negotiators 
might  agree  upon,  would  be  the  delegation  of  a  power  prohibited 
by  that  principle  of  our  constitutional  law,  which  declares  that 
a  power  the  exercise  of  which  is  delegated  by  the  Constitution  to 
a  particular  governmental  organ  may  not  be  delegated  by  that 
organ  to  another  department. 

However  this  may  be,  the  Senate  and  the  President  may,  of 
course,  give  to  their  agents  such  powers  and  instructions  as  will 
hold  them  —  the  President  and  the  Senate  —  morally  bound  to 
ratify  what  their  plenipotentiaries  have  agreed  ta 

In  earlier  times  writers  upon  International  Law,  Grotius, 
Puffendorf  and  Vattel,  for  instance,  held  that  a  State  was  abso- 
lutely bound  by  the  treaties  entered  into  by  its  agents  when  acting 

30 
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within  the  limits  of  their  instructions.  Later  writers,  however, 
generally  hold  that  this  ratification  may,  for  strong  and  sub- 
stantial reasons,  be  refused.^^ 

Up  to  1815  the  general  practice  of  the  President  was  to  obtain 
the  approval  of  the  Senate  to  the  appointment  of,  and  to  the  in- 
structions given  to,  conmiissioners  for  the  negotiation  of  contem- 
plated treaties.  Since  that  time,  however^  this  practice  has  been 
seldom  followed.  This  change  has,  however,  not  escaped  occa- 
sional formal  protest  from  the  Senate. 

After  a  treaty  has  been  signed  by  the  conmiissioners  appointed 
to  negotiate  it,  or  agreed  upon  between  the  departments  of  State 
of  the  countries  concerned,  there  is  no  constitutional  obligation 
upon  the  President  to  submit  it  to  the  Senate,  and,  even  after 
submission  to  that  body,  he  may  withdraw  it,  as  for  instance  was 
done  by  President  Cleveland  with  reference  to  a  reciprocity  treaty 
with  Spain  which  had  been  sent  to  the  Senate  in  1884  by  Presi- 
dent Arthur.  In  a  like  manner  the  Hawaiian  annexation  treaty 
of  18D3  and  the  Nicaraguan  Canal  Convention  of  1884  were  with- 
drawn "  for  re-examination,''  after  having  been  sent  to  the  Senate. 

Even  after  being  favorably  acted  upon  by  the  Senate,  it  would 
appear  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  the  President  may  re- 
fuse his  ratification.  Thus,  in  1888,  when  China  proposed 
certain  changes  in  an  agreement  with  this  country  which  had 
already  been  approved  by  the  Senate,  the  President  abandoned  the 
entire  project 

uCrandall,  pp.  12  et  $0q. 
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INTERNATIONAL  AGREEMENTS  WHICH  DO  NOT  REQUIRE  THE  AP- 
PROVAL OF  THE  SENATES 

§  198.  International   Agreements   not   Requiring  Approval   by 

Senate.  ^ 

As  has  been  seen,  all  treaties  to  which  the  United  States  is  ar 
party,  in  order  to  become  legally  binding  upon  the  United  States 
and  enforceable  i^  its  courts,  require,  in  some  stage  of  their  nego- 
tiation, the  approval  of  the  Senate  as  manifested  by  a  vote  of  two- 
thirds  of  its  members  present  when  the  approval  is  given.^  Not 
'  all  agreements  entered  .into  by  the  United  States  with  foreign 
powers  are  held  to  be  treaties  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is 
used  in  the  treaty  clause  of  the  Constitution.  Such  agreements 
as  are  held  not  to  be  treaties  in  this  sense,  it  has  been  the  practice 
of  the  President,  acting  in  pursuance  of  his  general  powers  as 
Chief  Executive  or  as  authorized  by  congressional  statite,  to  enter 
into  and  promulgate  without  submission  to  the  Senate.  Further- 
more, in  not  a  few  instances  the  Senate  has  itself  expressly  con- 
ferred upon  the  President  the  power  to  contract  with  foreign  pow- 
ers with  reference  to  specified  matters. 

This  power,  then,  of  the  President  to  enter  into  international 

arrangements  ^ree  from  the  necessity  of  obtaining  the  subsequent/ 

approval  of  the  Senate  may  be  treated  under  the  following  heads: 

1.  His  power  inherent  in  him  as  the  Chief  Executive  and 

commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy, 

I  — -" — ■ — — 

1  Upon  this  subject  sec  the  pamphlet  entitled  "  International  Agreements 
Without  the  Advice  and  Consent  of  the  Senate,"  by  Mr.  James  F.  Barnett, 
reprinted,  with  additions,  from  the  Yale  Review;  the  article  by  Hon.  J.  B. 
Moore  in  the  Political  Science  Quarterly  for  September,  1905,  entitled 
"Treaties  and  Executive  Agreements;"  and  the  article  by  Mr.  C-  C.  Hyde  in 
the  Oreenhag  for  April,  1905,  entitled  "Agreements  of  the  United  States 
other  than  Treaties." 

*Only  the  final  vote  of  approval  or  to  postpone  indefinitely  requires  the 
two-thirds  vote.  For  all  other  pwirliaraentary  motions  with  reference  to  a 
treaty,  a  simple  majority  is  sufficient. 

[467] 
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2.  Ilis  power  as  granted  him  by  statute, 

3.  His  power  as  delegated  to  him  by  the  Senate,  the  co-pos- 
sessor with  him  of  the  treatv-making  fower^ 

§  I99r  Ihtemationar  Powers  of  the  President  as  Cfiief 'Executive: 
International  Correspondence. 

International  corres}X)ndence  is  exclusively  in  the  hands  of  the 
Prosident,  or  his  afreiit,  the  Secretary  of  Slate.^  Hence  it  is  im- 
proper for  any  international  documents  to  be  addressed  to,  or 
went  directly  to  the  Senate,  or  for  any  attempt  to  be  made,  in  any 
way,  by  an  agent  of  a  foreign  power  to  influence  directly  the 
action  of  tlie  Senate  upon  a  treaty  that  is  pending  before  it  or  is 
later  to  be  sent  to  it  for  its  action  thereupon^  TT'pon  the  other  . 
hand,  it  is,  of  course,  improper  for  the  Senate  or  any  other  organ 
of  the  Federal  Government,  by  resolution  or  otherwise,  to  attempt 
lo  communicate  with  a  foreign  power  except  through  the  Presi- 
dent. Thus,  when  in  1877  Congress  passed  two  joint  resolutious 
congratulating  tlie  Argentine  Republic  and  the  Republic  of  Pre- 
toria upon  their  having  e>tablL?hed  a  republican  form  of  goverB- 
inent,  and  directing,  in  the  one  case,  the  Secretary-  of  State  to 
acknowledge  the  receipt  of  a  despatch  from  Argentine,  and  in  the 
otiier  to  communicate  with  Pretoria,  the  President  vetoed  both 
resolutions.* 

By  virtue  of  tlie  power  exclusively  vested  in  him  to  conduct 
diplomatic  negotiations  between  this  and  foreign  countries,  the 
President  has,  since  earl;y  years,  entered  into  numerous  agree- 
ments with  foreign  chancellaries  for  the  settlement  of  claims  made 
by  private  American,  citizens  against  foreign,  governments,^  In  a 
considerable  number  of  cases,  these  claims  have  been  settled  by 


3  Communications  between  tlie  States  of  the  Union  and  the  Inderal  Govert- 
Trent  arc  made  througli  tlie  Secretary  of  State  and  not  through  tlie  Presi- 
dent. Tliis  rule  was,  however,  several  times  disregarded  by  President  Eoose- 
velt. 

4  Richardson's  Messages  and  Papers  of  the  President^  ^^,.  4^. 

5  An  especially  interesting  case  was  that  of  the  Mora  claim.  For  «n 
account  of  this  by  Professor  J.  B.  Moore,  see  the  Political  Science  Quarterly, 
XX,  pp.  403  €t  seq. 
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means  of  arbitrAtion  agreed  upon  between  the  iopeiga  ^ees  con- 
eerxie<L  After  deecribing  the  T^anous  instaneee  of  wbecndwe  aetmi 
nndei*  this  iiead,  Professor  Moore  sajs :  ^^  It  ikms  ^ppeaes  thst, 
if  we  include  only  the  juore  formal  «etilements,  thore  ka\^  «beeQ 
thirtj-one  cases  in  which  claims  against  foreign  govemraeirts  have 
been  fiettled  by  fixecntire  agreement,  and  that  twenty-«even  arbi- 
trations haA^e  been  lield  under  sn(di  agreemi^ts  as  i^ainst  nvAefceen. 
imder  treaties,  \riiere  the  settlement  embraced  claims  agamt  tiie 
foreign  government  alone  and  not  against  the  United  States.* 

In  no  case  has  the  President  attempted,  idthout  consul tis^  the 
-Senate,  to  adjust  £nallj  claims  brought  by  foreigners  agaisst  tiie 
United  States/  In  no  case,  also,  has  the  President,  by  executive 
aetion,  attempted  the  settlement  of  claims  set  mp  hy  the  United 
fitates  in  its  own  behalf. 

$  SOO.  Protocols. 

The  term  ^^  Protocol,**  as  used  in  International  Xaw,  has  m- 
cribed  to  it  several  meanings.  The  two  most  common  t)f  liiese 
meanings  are:  , 

1.  As  describing  tiie  records  of  the  meetings  of  commissioners 
for  the  negotiation  of  a  treaty.  These -records,  though,  of  course, 
not  parts  of  the  treaty  imally  entered  into,  are  often  of  Talue  for 
the  interpretation  of  such  treaty. 

2.  As  describing  an  agreement  reached  between  the  foreign 
oflSces  of  two  countries,  which  has  been  reduced  to  definite  written 
statement,  but  has  not  been  ratified  as  a  treaty  by  the  States 
parties  to  it.  How  far  such  agreements,  though  not  legally  bind- 
ing, morally  bind  the  parties  to  them,  depends  upon  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of  each  case. 


^Political  Science  Quarterly,  XX,  p.  414. 

7  In  two  instances  claims  of  foreigners  against  the  United  States  were 
Biibniitted  to  arlntral  tribunals  by  executive  agreement,  bnt  in  both  instances 
it  was  expressly  provided  that  any  awards  that  migiit  he  made  ihoald  4eim 
cla^m  not  against  4he  United  States,  but  solely  against  the  -efttates  of  ^ei  tain 
American  citizens  whose  estates  were  to  be  adjusted  before  the  same  arbitral 
tribuB&ls.  Vf  HHneenbag,  XVU,  23^,  Article  ''  Agwcjat-nts  t>f  tiie'UiAted 
States  Other  than  Treaties." 
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The  mo6t  common  use  to  which  protocols  in  this  sense  are  put, 
is  in  fixing  the  general  terms  in  which  a  final  treaty  —  especially 
a  treaty  of  peace  —  is  to  he  negotiated.  A  recent  example  of  this 
is  the  protocol  of  1898  providing  for  the  appointment  of  a  com- 
mission to  negotiate  the  Treaty  of  Peace  with  Spain.® 

The  constitutional  authority  of  the  President  without  consult- 
ing the  Senate  to  enter  into  protocols  of  agreement  as  the  basis 
for  treaties  to  be  negotiated,  is  beyond  question,  and  has  repeat- 
edly been  exercised  without  demur  from  the  Senate.* 

The  protocol  signed  by  the  allies  (the  United  States  being 
among  their  number)  at  Pekin  in  1901  after  the  Boxer  troubles, 
though  in  the  nature  of  a  military  convention,  providing  as  it  did 
for  the  withdrawal  of  the  allied  forces  from  Pekin,  was  yet  prac- 
tically of  a  treaty  character.  It  provided  for  the  payment  of 
indemnities  by  China,  for  an  international  commission  to  receive 
and  distribute  these  indemnities,  the  prohibition  of  the  importa- 
tion into  China  for  two  years  of  arms  and  ammunition,  the  delimi- 
tation of  the  legation  quarters  in  Pekin,  and  for  various  reforms 
and  concessions  on  the  part  of  China.  Commenting  upon  this 
protocol,  Mr.  Bamett  observes:  "This  case  is  interesting,  be- 
cause it  shows  how  the  force  of  circumstances  compelled  us  to 
adopt  the  European  practice  with  reference  to  an  international 
agreement,  which,  aside  from  the  indemnity  question,  was  almost 
entirely  political  in  character.  As  has  been  pointed  out  above, 
purely  political  treaties  are,  under  constitutional  practice  in  Eu- 
rope, usually  made  by  the  executive  alone.  The  situation  in 
China,  however,  abundantly  justified  President  McKinley  in  not 
submitting  the  protocol  to  the  Senate.  The  remoteness  of  Pekin, 
the  jealousies  between  the  allies,  and  the  shifting  evasive  tactics 
of  the  Chinese  Government,  would  have  made  impossible  wiy* 
thing  but  an  agreement  on  the  spot." 

In  the  case  of  the  Boxer  Protocol,  no  serious  objection  was 
made  to  the  President's  failure  to  adjust  the  questions  involved  by 

a  30  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  1742. 

a  For  inatanoea  of  protocols,  see  Butler,  The  Treaty  Making  Power,  H, 
p.  371,  note. 
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means  of  a  treaty  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  its  approval  When, 
however,  in  January,  1905,  President  Eoosevelt  entered  into  a 
protocol  agreement  with  San  Domingo  for  the  administration  of 
its  customs  with  a  view  to  providing  for  the  adjustment  and 
payment  of  foreign  creditors  of  that  country,  it  was  inunediately 
urged,  upon  the  fact  becoming  known,  that  the  action  contem- 
plated was  one  which  could  be  authorized  only  by  a  treaty  wh'cb 
had  had  the  approval  of  the  Senate.  Though  the  protocol  of  Juaa- 
ary  20th  made  no  reference  to  the  Senate's  approval  being  Leces- 
sary  to  its  validity,  and  contained  the  provision  that  it  was  to  go 
into  eflFect  on  February  1st,  the  President  disclaimed  the  purpose 
of  entering  into  the  arrangement  without  first  obtaining  tho  Sen- 
ate's consent  The  protocol,  in  amended  form,  expressly  providing 
for  the  Senate's  approval,  was  submitted  to  that  body,  but  upon 
that  body's  failure  to  act  upon  it,  the  President,  acting  upon  hi? 
own  responsibility,  was  able  to  secure,  informally,  substi/^ntiallj 
the  end  aimed  at  in  the  protocol.  A  treaty  governing  the  subject 
was  finally  approved  by  the  Senate  and  ratified  by  the  Daminican 
Government 

§  201.  Modi  Vivendi. 

As  the  term  indicates,  a  modus  vivendi  is  a  temporary  arrange- 
ment entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  a  matter  of  con- 
flicting interests,  until  a  more  definite  and  permanent  arrangement 
can  be  obtained  in  treaty  form.  Continued  and  unquestioned 
practice  supports  the  doctrine  that  these  modi  vivendi  may  be 
entered  into  by  the  President  without  consulting  the  Seaata^^ 

§  202.  International  Agreements  Entered  into  by  the  President 
under  His  Military  Powers. 

In  the  exercise  of  his  powers  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the 
army  and  navy  the  President  of  the  United  States,  from  both 
necessity  and  convenience,  is  often  called  upon  to  enter  into 
arrangements  which  are  of  an  international  character.  These 
conventions  do  not  require  the  approval  of  the  Senate.     A  con- 

10  For  instanceB  of  modi  vivendi,  see  Butler,  I,  p.  369,  note. 
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Bpimoiw  example  of  intermititmal  •agreements  thus  entered  into 
16  tbe  protoool  signed  iit  "Pekrn  in  11^01,  to  -which  reference  has 
already  been  made.  All  farotocols  -of  agreement  entered  into  f©r 
the  pmrpese  ef  fnTni Aing  ^  -basis  for  treaties  of  peace,  as  "for 
eH«mple,  tlie  Pretocol  ef  1-6  B'S  -with  -Spain,  t^ame  xmder  thb  head. 
So  do  all  conventioB3  'ppovidiitg  in  time  t)f  war  for  an  armistice, 
ar  the  exchange  of  prisoners,  etc. 

The  President^  mifitary  powers  efxist  in  tiroes  "of  -peace  as 
well  as  <hiring  war.  And  thus,  in  1817,  the  President,  without 
obtaining  the  adrice  aiwi  consent  of  ^he  ^Senate,  was  able,  by  am 
exchange  of  diplomatic  notes,  to  arrange  with  ^higland  regatding 
the  number  of  vessels  of  war  to  be  keptljy  the  two  powers  ^pon 
the  Great  Lakes.  So  also,  upon  his  own  discretion,  Ihe  President 
is  able  to  send  American  Tcssels  of  war  to  wlwrtever 'ports  he  sees 
fit,  whether  for  the  pnrpose  of  friendly  Tisit,  of  fttmishing  pro- 
tection to  American  citieens  or  their  property,  or  of  making  a 
"**  demonstration  ^'  in  order  to  obtain  desired  action  on  "the  part  of 
the  State  thus  t)venrwed. 

§  203.  International  Agreements  Entered  Into»  or  Action  Taken 
by  the  President,  by  Virtue  of  Authority  Granted  Him 
by  Treaties  Previously 'Ratified. 

The  preceding  sections  have  considered  the  power  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  enter  into  international  agreements,  and  to  take  action 
with  reference  to  matters  of  an  international  character,  by  virtue 
of  powers  inherent  in  him  either  as  the  Chief  Executive  of  the 
Xation  or  as  constitutional  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  armv  and 
navy.  We  turn  now  to  a  consideration  of  treaty-making  powers 
which  may  constitutionally  be  exercised  by  him,  without  in  each 
instance  obtaining  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  by  virtue 
of  general  authority  given  to  him  in  treaties  previously  entered 
into  and  approved  by  the  Senate. 

This  question,  which  is  one  of  both  political  expediency  and  of 
constitutional  law,  received  thorougli  discussion  both  in  Congress 
and  the  press  in  connection  with  the  general  treaties  of  Arbitra- 
tion which  were  agreed  upon  in  1W4  and  1905  between  Secretary 
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of  State  Hay  in  bekaif  of  the  United  Statee,  and  the  foreign  min* 
istei^  of  vari<ms  other  countrieB. 

At  The  Ilagiie  ConferesKe  im  1899  an  attempt  was  made  to 
provide  for  oUigatory  arbdtxatian  in  oertain  teases.  This  failed, 
bnt  by  Article  JiMT  it  ^sls  declared  that:  ^'  In  qnestions  of  a 
judicial  diaraeter^  aoid  especially  in  4ipiestian8  regardimg  ihe 
intenpretatian  and  application  of  initematianal  treaties  or  'Con- 
venlions,  ^rhitzatianis  recognized  by  the  Signatory  Powers  as  the 
most  efficaoiaEifi  and  at  £he  same  tizme  the'  most  equitable  method 
.of  deciding  controversies  which  hare  not  ibeen  eetlied  by  diplo- 
matic metiiods;''  and  article  XX  provided  dEor  the  establisimient 
of  ^^  a  permanent  Court  of  Aj'bitratian,  accessible  at  all  times,  and 
acting,  tmless  otherwise  stipulated  by  tlae  parties,  in  accordance 
with  rules  of  procediuie  included  in  the  fireseait  convention,''  to 
wiiicli  resort  might  be  Jwd  for  the  settlement  of  disputes  which 
diplomatic  methods  Juid  failed  to  Adjust  In  addition  to  these 
provisaons,  by  Article  XIX  of  The  Hague  Convention  the  Signa- 
tory Powers  reserved  the  right  to  Bnter  into  general  or  particu- 
lar treaties  providing  for  obligatory  arbitration  with  reference  to 
such  subjects  as  they  migJit  think  advisable. 

In  1903,  by  a  treaty  signed  at  Loudon,  October  14th,  France 
and  England  agreed  in  the  future  to  submit  to  The  Hague  Tribu- 
nal certain  specified  classes  of  qiwstians.  Article  II  provided 
that  "  Dans  chaque  cas  particidvcr,  leg  Hautes  Parties  Con- 
iractantes,  avani  de  s'addresser  a  la  Cour  pertthanante  d' arbitrage, 
signeront  un  comprofnis  special,  deternUnaiwt  V  oh  jet  du  litige, 
Ventetuiue  des  pauveirs  des  arh.itresf  This  Anglo-French  treaty 
became  the  model  for  a  number  of  treaties  between  other  Euro- 
pean nations,  as  well  as  for  ten  arbitration  treaties  negotiated 
by  Mr.  Hay  in  1904-1905,  and  submitted  to  the  Senate  for  its 
approvaL  ^ 

The  first  two  articles  of  these  treaty  projects  read  as  follows: 

**^Vrticle  I.  Differences  which  may  arise  of  legal  nature,  or 
relating  to  the  interpretation  of  treaties  existing  between  the  two 
contracting  parties,  and  which  it  may  not  have  been  possible  to 
settle  by  diplomacy,  shall  be  referred  to  the  permanent  court  of 
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arbitration  established  at  The  Hague  by  the  convention  of  the 
29th  of  July,  1899,  provided,  nevertheless,  that  they  do.  not  affect 
the  vital  interests,  the  independence  or  the  honor  of  the  two  con- 
tracting States,  and  do  not  concern  the  interests  of  third  parties." 

"Article  II.  In  each  individual  case  the  high  contracting 
parties,  before  appealing  to  the  permanent  court  of  arbitration, 
shall  conclude  a  special  agreement  defining  clearly  the  matter  in 
dispute  and  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  arbitrators,  and  fixing 
the  periods  for  the  formation  of  the  arbitral  tribunal  and  the 
several  stages  of  the  procedure.'^ 

In  the  Senate  objection  developed  to  the  provision  that  the 
definition  of  the  matter  in  dispute  and  the  fixing  of  the  powers 
of  the  arbitrators  should  be  "  by  special  agreements,"  which,  the 
terminology  would  imply,  might  be  entered  into,  in  each  case,  by 
the  President  without  consulting  the  Senate.  That  body,  there- 
fore, amended  the  treaty  projects  by  substituting  the  word 
"  Treaty ''  for  the  word  "Agreement"  The  eflFect  of  this  change 
was,  of  course,  to  make  it  necessary  to  obtain  the  approval  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  to  each  and  every  proposition  that  might 
thereafter  arise  for  submitting  a  dispute  to  arbitration,  even  when 
such  propositions  were  clearly  within  the  scope  of  Article  I  of  the 
treaties  which  Secretary  Hay  had  negotiated.  President  Roose- 
velt holding  that  thus,  in  any  event,  a  special  treaty  would  have 
to  be  negotiated  and  approved  by  the  Senate  before  a  matter 
could  be  submitted  to  arbitration,  declared  that  the  ratification  of 
the  so-called  general  arbitration  treaties  which  the  Senate  had 
amended,  would  achieve  nothing,  and  declined  to  submit  them, 
as  thus  amended,  to  the  foreign  countries  concerned,  for  their 
approval,  and  the  whole  project  was,  for  the  time  being  at  least, 
abandoned. 

With  the  policy  or  impolicy  of  the  Senate's  refusal  explicitly 
to  endow  the  Executive  with  the  authority  by  "  special  agree- 
ments "  to  submit  to  arbitration  before  The  Hague  tribunal  of 
matters  coming  within  the  terms  of  the  ten  arbitration  treaties 
negotiated  by  Secretary  Hay,  a  treatise  on  Constitutional  Law  is 
not  concerned.    As  regards,  however,  the  point  made  by  some  of 
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the  Senators  that  the  delegation  of  such  authority  to  the  President 
would  not  be  constitutional,  it  may  be  said  that  both  judicial 
precedents  and  previoud  practice  of  the  Senate  itself  support  in 
principle  tlie  treaties  in  question. 

There  have  b^en  numerous  instances  in  which  the  Senate  has 
approved  treaties  providing  for  the  submission  of  specific  matters 
to  arbitration,  leaving  it  to  the  President  to  determine  exactly  the 
form  and  scope  of  the  matter  to  be  arbitrated  and  to  appoint  the 
arbitrators.  Professor  J.  B.  Moore,  in  the  article  to  which  refer- 
ence has  already  been  made,  enumerates  thirty-nine  instances  in 
which  provision  has  thus  been  made  for  the  settlement  of  pecu* 
niary  claims.  Twenty  of  these  were  claims  against  foreign  gov- 
ernments; fourteen  were  claims  against  both  governments,  and 
five  against  the  United  States  alone. ^^ 

Notwithstanding  the  defeat  of  the  Hay  treaties  in  1905,  the 
President  still  has,  by  virtue  of  The  Hague  CoAvention  itself,  a 
considerable  power  upon  his  own  initiative  of  xeferring  many 
matters  of  international  dispute  to  the  Permanent  Court  of  Arbi- 
tration at  The  Hague  or  to  arbitral  commissions  specially  created, 
as  provided  for  in  that  instrument.  As  we  have  already  seen,  the 
President,  by  reason  of  his  control  of  all  diplomatic  relations,  has 
considerable  power  to  refer  to  arbitration  matters  of  dispute 
which  he  is  unable  to  settle  through  the  ordinary  diplomatic  chan- 
nels. And,  in  the  exercise  of  this  discretion,  he  can,  of  course, 
refer  claims,  especially  those  of  a  pecuniary  nature,  and  ques- 
tions of  treaty  interpretation  to  the  tribunals  established  or  pro- 
vided for  by  The  Hague  Convention.  Thus,  without  consulting 
with  the  Senate,  he  referred  the  Pious  Fund  controversy  with 
Mexico  to  The  Hague  Tribunal.^* 

Aside  from  any  other  treaty  agreements,  there  seems  to  be 

some  question  as  to  the  extent  of  the  President's  powers  under 
«  ■  ■  ■— ^^—  ■ 

II  Political  Science  Quarterly,  XX,  403. 

Kit  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  at  the  time  the  Pious  Fund  matter 
was,  by  the  President,  with  the  consent  of  Mexico,  referred  to  The  Hague 
Tribunal  there  was  a  subsisting  treaty  between  this  country  and  Mexico  — 
8  treaty  which,  of  course,  had  had  the  approval  of  the  Senate  —  providing  for 
arbitration  of  disputes  of  the  character  of  the  Pious  Fund. 
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Tlie  Hague  Convention.  JSx-BecretaTy  of  State  John  W.  Paster 
has  said :  ""  I  apprehend  that  should  our  government  decide  to 
refer  an;v'  dispute  with  a  foreign  goverliment  to  .The  -Qagne  Tri- 
biinal,  President  Roosevelt,  or  whoen^er  shouhl  aneeeed.  him,  WBKmU 
enter  into  a  convention  with  the  foreign  ^ovej^piBenl,  very  care- 
fully setting  forth  the  question  tso  he  arbitrated,  Hndsnbmil  tkat 
convention  to  the  Senate  for  its  advice  Jtnd  consant.  if  1  read 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  The  Hagae  CoA\aeDtion 
ariglit,  such  would  be  the  only  course  permisaihle  by  ihose  instoi- 
luents."  ^^ 

To  much  the  same  effect  is  the  declaration  of  Mr,  F.  W.  fioUs, 
who  was  the  Secretary  to  The  Hague  C^mferenoe.  JGCe  aays: 
^'  The  appointment  of  a  Commission  »f  Inquiry  hsving  no  further 
necessary  consequences  than  the  providing  fotr  each  party^s  shire 
of  necessary  expenses,  would  seem  to  be  witimn  the  <irdinary 
diplomatic  fuiictions  of  the  President  and  die  Depaitnent  of 
State  hv^  memorandum  or  protocol,  whereas  an  jagreeme&t  ik)  sab- 
mi  t  any  question  to  s,  court  of  arfaitratian,  the  deciaimi  i»  be 
binding  upon  the  parties,  nmst  necessaraly  lake  the  ionn  af  a 
treaty  requiring  the  constitutional  eo-operation  of  the  Soutte."  ^* 

Upon  the  other  hand.  Judge  Sajnean  E«  Baldwin  gives  as  his 
opinion  that:  *'  The  Hague  ConTMrtion,  when  ratified  by  Ae 
Senate,  becume  thus  a  standing  warrant,  or,  so  to  ^>eak,  a  fKHwer 
of  attorney,  from  tlie  United  States  to  the  President,  to  sabmit 
such  international  cantroversies  as  iie  Txiight  think  fit  to  the 
ultimate  decision  of  the  Interuatianal  Cauart  of  JkrfabtrBiioiL^  ^^ 


§  £04.  Intenuttional  Agreements  Bntered  into«  jot  Actkn  Taken 
by  the  President,  by  Virtue  of  Aatthority  Cnrnted  Bkn 
by  Congressional  Statute. 

In  many  instances  Congress  has,  by  statute,  authoiized  the 
Executive  to  perform  acts  of  an  international  character,  that 
is,  acts  with  Avliich  other  countries  have  been  directly  ooncemed. 

,^_^_^— ^_^_^_^_^^     —  .^ 

i3  Yale  Law  Journal^  XI,  p.  69. 

I*  The  Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague y  p.  216. 

16  Yah  Review,  IX,  p.  415. 
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Uiuler  suck  authorization^  numerous  iuternftliional  postal  arrange- 
mtfita  have  been  entered  into.  Thus  by  act  o£  1872^  Congress 
dedaxed  that  ^^  for  the  pur  pose  of  making  better  postal  arrange- 
ments witk  foreign  countries/'  the  Poetmaster-Gkuerml,  actiag 
u&der  the  advice  of  the  President^  might  '^  negoti^ate  and  eonohide 
podtal  treatiee." 

In  a.  similar  manner,  that  is^  und^  coii^easional  sanction^  the 
President  haa  negotiated  and  entered  into  agreements  with 
foreign  oountriee  with  refer^^ce  to  copyrights  and  trademairks. 

Varioua.  other  congreaaional  acta  of  tliis  cliaracter,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, that  of  1901,  whereby  the  President  waa  authorized  to 
lease  coaling  stations  from  Cuba^  might  be  mentioned,,  biit  the 
mo&t  important  o£  these  and  the  only  ones  which  need  diaruraioa 
are  those  authorizing  action  with  refereiice  t6<  the  tariff  lav^. 

Since  the  first  years  under  the  Constilution^  Coogress  hea  pixr- 
sued  the  policy  of  giving  to  the  President  a  coneiderahle  eareeu* 
tive  discretion  in  the  application  and  enforc«nent  of  its  laws 
governing  commercial  intercourse  witk  foreign-  countries.  Of 
this  character  waa  tlie  Embargo  Act  of  1794,  the  aet  of  1799 
gcweming  commercial  intercourse  with  France,,  the  Xom-inrporta- 
tion  A«t  o£  180<)y  the  Xon-intercourse  Acts  of  1809  tmd  1810, 
the  acta  of  1815  and  1830  as  to  tonnage  and  other  dues,  the  act 
of  1866  as  to  the  noii4mportation  of  cattle-  and  hides,  and  the 
aota  of  1815,  1824,  1828,  1886,  18a8,  and  1897  with  reference 
te  the  suspension  of  discriminating  duties.^^  All  oi  these  acta 
provided  tbat  whether  or  not  they  should  go^  into  effect  should  be 
at  the  discretion  of  the  President. 

By  section  3  of  the  aet  of  1890  (the  so-called  McEinley  Act) 
it  waa  prm'ided :  "  That  with  a  view  to  secure  reciprocal  trade 
with  coimtries  producing  the  following  articles,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose, on  and  afterthe  firat  day  of  January,  eighteen  hundred  and 
iiinetv-two,  whenever  and  so  often  as  the  President  shall  be  satis- 
fied  that  the  go\'^mment  of  any  country  producing  and  exporting 
augars,  raotassea,  coffee,  tea,  and  hides,  raw  and  uncured,  or  any 

of  such  articles,  imposes  duties  or  other  exactions,  upon  the  agri- 

■  ■* 

WC/.  J.  B»  Moore  in  Poliiical  Seicnee  Monthly,  XX,  p.  3W. 
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cultural  or  other  products  of  the  United  States,  which  in  view 
of  the  freo  introduction  of  such  sugar,  molasses,  coffee,  tea  and 
hides  into  the  United  States,  he  may  deem  to  be  reciprocally 
unequal  and  unreasonable,  he  shall  have  the  power  and  it  shall 
be  his  duty  to  suspend,  by  proclamatiiin  to  that  effect,  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act  relating  to  the  free  introduction  of  such  sugar, 
molasses,  coffee,  tea  and  hides,  the  production  of  such  country, 
for  such  time  as  he  shall  deem  just,  and  in  such  case  during  such 
suspension  duties  shall  be  levied,  collected  and  paid  upon  sugar, 
molasses,  coffee,  tea  and  hides,  the  product  of  or  exported  from 
such  designated  country,  as  follows," 

This  section  had  been  put  in  the  McKinley  Act  with  a  view 
to  securing  reciprocal  commercial  agreements  with  foreign 
powers,  and  ten  such  tariff  arrangements  were  effected  by  the 
President  by  means  of  an  exchange  of  diplomatic  notes  simply. 
These  agreements  remained  in  force  until  the  enactment  in  1894 
of  the  Wilson-Gorman  Act 

The  constitutionality  of  this  action  under  the  act  of  1890  was 
contested  on  the  ground  that  it  amounted  to  a  delegation  by  Con- 
gress to  the  President  of  a  portion  of  its  legislative  power;  but 
the  Supreme  Court  in  Field  v.  Clark^^  held  the  provision  valid.'* 

By  the  third  section  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1897  (the  Dingley 
Act),  the  President  was  authorized  to  enter  into  reciprocity  agree- 
ments with  foreign  countries  with  respect  to  certain  enumerated 
articles,  whereby  in  return  for  concessions  obtained  from  other 
countries,  equivalent  concessions  were  to  be  granted  by  the  United 
States.  Under  the  authority  thus  granted  a  number  of  reciproc- 
ity agreements  were  negotiated  and  promulgated  by  the  President 

Section  4  of  this  act  of  1897  also  provided  for  reciprocity 
treaties  which  should  be  approved  by  Congress.  This  section 
will  receive  consideration  in  the  next  section.'® 


"  143  U.  S.  649 ;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  495 ;  36  L.  ed.  294. 

18  See  Chapter  LXV  in  which  the  delegation  of  legi^ative  power  is  discussed. 

19  There  havt:  been  some  instances  of  international  agreements  entered  into 
by  the  President  without  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  with- 
out authorization  by  some  previous  treaty  or  statute,  which  canjiot  be  grouped 
under  any  one   of   the  preceding  heads  mentioned  in   this  chapter.     Thus, 
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§  205.  Extradition. 

The  greatly  preponderant  weight  of  opinion  is  that,  in  the 
absence  of  authority  expressly  given  him  by  treaty  or  statute^ 
the  President  has  not  the  constitutional  right  to  extradite  to  a 
foreign  country  a  fugitive  to  this  country.^  The  single  instance 
in  which  the  President  has  extradited  without  such  authority 
expressly  conferred  upon  him  is  the  surrender  to  Spain  by  Lin- 
coln in  1864  of  one  Arguelles. 

Whether  or  not  Congress  has  the  power  by  statute  to  authorize 
the  President  to  extradite  fugitives  to  countries  with  which  the 
United  States  has  no  subsisting  treaty  upon  the  subject  is  not 
certain,  as  there  has  been  no  instance  of  the  exercise  of  such 
power.  Eeasoning  upon  general  principles,  however,  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  constitutional  objection  to  such  legislation.^' 

for  example,  in  1850  Great  Britain  ceded  to  the  United  States  a  reef  in 
Lake  Erie  upon  condition  that  the  United  States  would  engage  to  erect  there- 
upon a  lighthouse  and  maintain  it,  and  agree  to  erect  no  fortifications  there- 
upon. This  engagement  the  President  made  without  consulting  the  Senate, 
and  the  cession  was  made,  and  later,  Congress  having  appropriated  the  funds, 
a  lighthouse  was  constructed. 

»C/.  Moore,  Ewtradiiion, 

»  C*/.  Butler,  %  435. 


CHAPTER  xxrr. 

CONGRESSIONAL  LEGISJLATION    FOR  THK   £XFORC£H£NT  OF 

TREATIES. 


§  806.  Treaties  Cawiot  Apfmiprmte  Maaef. 

Though  all  treaties,  as  declared  by  the  Constitntioir,  are  parts  of 
the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  they  arc  not  always,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  self-execntory ; '  but  require,  in  order  to  be^  put  into  full 
force  and  effect,  ancillary  legislatire  actron.  Especially  is  this 
legislative  assistance  required  when  an  expenditure  of  monev  is 
called  for.  The^  treatr^-makingL  power  is  able  to  obligate  tbe 
United  States  internatiomilly  to  the-  payment  of  sum^  of  monef, 
but  is  not  able  itself  to  appropriate  from  the  United  States  treas- 
ury the  amounts  called  for^  or  compel  the  Iftgialature  te  provitie 
for  tlieir  payment. 

Tlie  question  as  to  the  obligation  of  Congress,  morally  or 
legally,  to  api)ropriate  moneys,  the  paysieBt  of  whiek  by  the 
United  States  is  called  for  by  agreement  entered  into  with  foreign 
countries  by  the  treaty-making  power,  arose  in  lT9t>  in  connec- 
tion with  Jay's  treaty,  which  had  been  negotiated  in  1794:  and 
ratiticd  in  1705.  The  treaty  having  been  communicated  to  the 
House  of  Kc})resentatives  in  order  that  the  moneys  called  for  by 
it  might  be  appropriated,  Gallatin  and  other  members  urged  that 
the  House,  before  passing  the  appropriation  asked  for,  was 
entitled  to  see  all  the  papers  in  the  executive  department  relating 
to  the  treaty  in  order  that  it  might  then  pass  upon  the  question 
of  its  merits,  and  refuse  or  consent  to  the  appropriation  as  should 
to  the  House  seem  fit.  A  resolution  calling  upon  the  President 
for  the  papers  was  adopted,  but  Washington,  not  wishing  to  creiite 
a  precedent,  refused  obedience  to  it,  claiming  that  the  House, 
being  no  part  of  the  treaty-making  power,  was  not  entitled,  cf 
right,  to  see  the  documents  in  question, 

Jefferson,  in  a  letter  to  Monroe,  stated^  the  i)osition  as  follows: 

1  Works,  IV,   134. 
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^  We  c<mceive  the  constitntional  dortriBe  to  be'  that  thongh  the 
President  and  Seoate  hare  the  general  power  of  making  treaties, 
jet  wherever  they  include  in  a  treaty  matters  confided  by  the  Con- 
stitiitien  to  the  three  branches  of  legislature,  an  act  of  legislation 
will  be  requisif^  to  confirm  these  articles,  and  that  the  House  of 
Eepresentatives,  as  one  branch  of  the  legislature,  are  perfectly 
free  to  pass  the  act  or  to  refuse  it,  gosrerning  themselves  by  their 
own  judgment  whether  it  is  for  the  good  of  their  constituents  to 
let  the  treaty  go  into  effect  or  not.  On  the  precedeot  now  to  be 
set  will  depend  the  future  construction  of  our  Constitution,  and 
whether  the  poweiB  of  legislation  shall  be  transferred  from  the 
President,  Senate,  and  House  CFf  Hepresentatives,  to  the  President 
and  Senate,  and  Piamingo,  or  any  o&er  Indian,  Algerine  or 
other  chiet" 

Washington,  in  his  special  message  refusing  compliance  with 
tte  request  of  the  House's  resolution,  said :  "  Having  been  a 
m^nber  of  the  general  convention,  and  knowing  the  principles  on 
which  the  Constitution  was  formed,  I  have  ever  entertained  but 
one  opinion  on  this  subject;  and  from  the  first  establishment  of 
the  government  to  this  moment  my  conduct  has  exemplified  that 
opinion,  that  the  power  of  making  treaties  is  exclusively  vested 
in  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  provided  two-thirds  of  the  Senators  present  concur;  and 
that  every  treaty  so  made  and  promulgated  thenceforward  became 
the  law  of  the  land.  It  is  thus  that  the  treaty-making  power  has 
been  understood  by  foreign  nations,  and  in  all  the  treaties  made 
with  them,  we  have  declared,  and  they  have  believed,  that,  when 
ratified  by  the  President,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  they  become  obligatory.  .  ,  .  As,  therefore,  it  is  per- 
fectly clear  to  my  understanding  that  the  assent  of  the  House  of 
Eepresentatives  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  treaty ;  as  the 
treaty  with  Great  Britain  exhibits  in  itself  all  the  objects  requir- 
ing legislative  provision,  and  on  these  the  papers  called  for  can 
throw  no  light;  and  as  it  is  essential  to  the  due  admrnistration  of 
the  government  that  the  boundaries  fixed  by  the  Constitution 
between  the  different  departments  should  be  preserved,  a  just 

31 
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regard  to  the  Constitution  and  to  the  duty  of  mj  office,  under 
all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  forbids  a  compliance  with  jour 
request" 

After  some  discussion,  the  House  receded  from  its  position 
and  passed  the  laws  and  appropriations  necessai^  for  carrying 
the  treaty  into  effect. 

When  the  question  of  purchasing  Louisiana  came  up,  Jeffe^ 
son,  in  conformity  with  his  views  stated  in  the  letter,  to  Monroe, 
at  first  proposed  to  submit  the  treaty  to  both  Houses  of  Congress. 
He  later  decided,  however,  to  submit  it  to  the  Senate  only,  but 
informed  the  House  that  as  soon  as  the  treaty  should  be  approved 
by  the  Senate,  it  would  be  submitted  to  Congress  "  for  the  exe^ 
cise  of  their  functions  as  to  those  conditions  which  are  within 
the  powers  vested  by  the  Constitution  in  Congress."  And,  after 
the  treaty  had  been  approved  and  ratified,  he  sent  it  to  Congress 
saying:  "  You  will  observe  that  certain  important  conditions  can- 
not be  carried  into  execution  but  with  the  aid  of  the  legislature." 
These  legislative  measures  were  enacted,  but  without  any  explicit 
statement  of  the  principle  which  the  House  had  urged  in  1796.^ 

The  question  was  again  discussed  in  connection  with  the  appro- 
priation called  for  in  the  treaty  of  1867  purchasing  Alaska  from 
Russia.  After  some  debate,  the  House  appropriated  the  mooey, 
but  prefaced  the  act  with  the  assertion  that  "  the  subjects  em- 
braced in  the  treaty  are  among  those  which  by  the  Constitution 
are  submitted  to  Congress  and  over  which  Congress  has  juris- 
diction ;  and  for  these  reasons  it  is  necessary  that  the  consent  of 
Congress  should  be  given  to  the  said  stipulations,  before  the  same 
can  have  full  force  and  effect" 

The  Senate  objected  to  this  statement,  and,  after  having 
referred  the  matter  to  a  conference  committee,  the  following  com- 
promise declaration  was  agreed  upon:  "Whereas,  the  President 
of  the  United  States  has  entered  into  a  treaty  with  the  Emperor 
of  Russia,  •  •  •  and  whereas  said  stipulations  cannot  be  car- 
ried into  full  force  and  effect,  except  by  legislation  to  which  the 

*Cf,  Moore,  International  Law  Digest,  V,  {  759. 
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consent  of  both  Houses  of  Congress  is  necessary;  therefore  be  it 
resolved,  etc."^ 

What  has  been  said  regarding  the  power  of  Congress  to  refuse 
to  appropriate  moneys  for  the  payment  of  which  the  United 
States  has  been  obligated  by  the  treaty-making  power  applies 
with  equal  force  to  whatever  other  legislation  may  be  required 
in  order  to  put  a  treaty  into  full  force  and  eflFect 

Though,  as  is  seen  from  the  foregoing,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
precedent  has  established  the  doctrine  one  way  or  the  other,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  whatever  moral  obligation,  as  a  matter  of  good 
faith,  or  principle  of  expediency,  may  urge  Congress  to  pass 
appropriation  or  other  laws  required  for  putting  into  full  force 
and  effect  agreements  entered  into  by  the  treaty-making  power, 
there  is  no  constitutional  means  by  which,  in  case  of  refusal,  such 
legislation  may  be  compelled;  nor  is  there  any  constitutional  right 
on  the  part  of  the  executive  or  judicial  branches  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  supply  the  lacking  legislation,  A  treaty  is  by  tlie 
Constitution  declared  to  be  a  law  of  the  land,  and  where  its  pro- 
visions operate  directly  upon  a  pubject,  it  may  be  enforced  as  such 
without  further  legislative  sanction.  But  where  the  treaty  is  not 
thus  directly  executory,  the  executive  and  judicial  de;partments 
must  wait  until  Congress  has  enacted  the  necessary  legislation. 
Justice  McLean  declares:  "A  treaty  is  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land  in  respect  of  such  matters  only  as  the  treaty-making  power, 
without  the  aid  of  Congress,  can  carry  into  effect.  Where  a 
treaty  stipulates. for  the  payment  of  money  for  which  an  appro- 
priation is  required,  it  is  not  operative  in  the  sense  of  the  Con- 
stitution. Every  foreign  government  may  be  presumed  to  know 
that  so  far  as  the  treaty  stipulates  to  pay  money  the  legislative 
sanction  is  required."* 

In  Foster  v.  Neilson*'  Chief  Justice  Marshall  with  reference 
to  the  legal  character  of  a  treaty,  as  fixed  by  United  States  Con- 
stitutional Law,  says :    "  Our  Constitution  declares  a  treaty  to 

s  For  other  discussions  in  Congress  upon  this  subject,  see  Butler,  Chapter  X. 
4  McLean,  Constitutional  Law^  p.  347.    As  to  whether  the  last  statpment  of 
McLean  is  corr^t  or  not,  see  poat^  Section  221. 
B2  Pet  253;  7  L.  ed.  415. 
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be  the  Ucw  of  the  UukcL  It  is,  consequeutlyy  to  be  regarded  in 
courts  of  justice  as  equivalent  to  an  act  of  the  legislature,  wha^ 
ever  it  operates  of  itself  withont  aid  of  any  legislative  provision. 
But  when  the  terms  of  the  stipulation  import  a  contract  —  when 
either  of  the  parties  engages  to  perform  a  particular  aet  —  the 
treaty  addresses  itself  to  the  political,  not  to  the  judicial  depart- 
ment; and  the  l^slature  must  execute  the  oontraet  before  it 
can  become  a  rule  for  the  court."  ^ 

§  207.  Congress  Ms^  by  Statute  Abrogate  Treaties. 

As  has  been  said,  treaties,  so  far  as  they  are  self-executory,  are 
the  supreme  law  of  tiie  land,  and  in  this  respect  rest  upon  a 
plane  of  equality  with  acts  of  Congress.  But  upon  no  higher 
plane.  Hesultiug  from  this,  it  has  been  held  in  a  number  of  well 
considered  cases  that  an  act  of  Ck>ngre&s  operates  to  repeal  or 
annul  prior  treaty  provisions  inconsist^it  with  it 

In  £dye  v.  Kobertson,^  after  reviewing  various  cases,  the  court 
say;  ^^A  treat}',  then,  is  a  law  of  the  land  as  an  act  of  Congress 
is,  whenever  its  provisions  present  a  rule  by  which  the  rights  of 
the  private  citizen  or  subject  may  be  determined.  And  when 
such  rights  are  of  a  nature  to  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  justice, 
that  court  resorts  to  the  treaty  for  a  rule  of  decision  for  the  case 
before  it^  as  it  would  to  a  statute.  •  •  •  But  even  in  this 
aspect  of  the  case,  there  is  nothing  in  this  law  which  makes  if 
irrepealable  or  unchangeable.  The  Constitution  gives  it  no 
superiority  over  an  act  of  Congress  in  this  respect  which  may  be 
regaled  or  modified  by  an  act  of  a  later  data  Xor  is  there  any- 
thing in  its  essential  character  or  in  the  branches  of  the  govern- 

._  T 

•  Bee  also  United  States  v.  Percbeman,  7  Pet.  51;  8  L.  ed.  604,  and  Garcia  r. 
Lee,  12  Pet.  511 ;  9  L.  ed.  1176.  "If  Congress  .  .  .  does  not  ehooee  to  carry 
out  a  treaty  or  if  it  prefers  to  violate  one,  citiaena  of  the  United  States,  or 
even  subjects  of  foreign  powers,  seeking  relief  in  our  courts,  may  not,  in  that 
manner,  be  able  to  obtain  redress  for  exils  arising  from  the  failure  of  the  goT- 
erament  of  the  United  States  to  comply  with  treaty  Btipnlationa.  The  oourtB 
are  botmd  by  the  laws  enacted  by  Congress,  and  cannot  declare  them  either 
nnconstitntional  or  inoperative  because  they  violate  national  contracts  or 
national  good  faith  and  honor."     Butler.  I,  §§  451,  815. 

7Headmoney  Cases,  112  U.  S.  580;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  247  j  28  L.  ed.  798. 
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ment  by  which  the  treaty  is  made,  which*  gives  it  this  superior 
sanctity.  ,  .  ,  In  short  we  are  of  the  opinion  that,  so  far  as 
a  treaty  made  by  the  United  States  with  any  foreign  nation  can 
become  the  subject  of  judicial  cognizance  in  the  courts  of  this 
country,  it  is  subject  to  such  acts  of  Congress  as  Congress  may 
pass  for  its  enforcement,  modification  or  repeal/' 

The  doctrine  thus  unqualifiedly  stated  has  been  repeatedly 
followed  in  later  cases.®  Especially  strong  is  the  Chineee  Exclu- 
sion Case,  Chae  Chan  Ping  v.  United  States.* 


§  208.  Whether  the  Treaty-Making  Power  may  Modify  or  Se- 
peal  Laws  Enacted  by  Congress.><^ 

To  Congress  is  given  the  power  by  the  Constitution  to  legis- 
late with  reference  to  certain  matters.  We  have  already  learned 
that  by  statute  the  President  has  been  authorized  in  a  number  of 
instances  to  enter  into  international  agreements  for  the  regulation 
of  certain  matters  within  the  legislative  control  of  Congress.  We 
have  now  to  examine  whether,  without  congressional  direction  or 
permission,  it  is  competent  for  the  treaty-making  power  to  regulate 
a  matter  which  it  is  within  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  to 
control;  or,  by  international  agreements,  to  alter  arrangoaenta 
which  Congress  has  by  statute  already  established. 

That  the  treaty-making  power  extends  to  subjects  within  the 
ordinary  legislative  powers  of  Congress  there  can  be  no  doubt 

8  Butler,  op.  cit.  11^  86,  cites  the  following  cases  in  which  acts  supersed- 
ing prior  treaties  in  conflict  with  them  have  been  sustained  by  the  Supreme 
Court:  United  SUtes  v.  McBratney,  104  U.  S.  621;  26  L.  ed.  809;  Chew 
Heong  V.  United  States,  112  U.  S.  536;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255;  28  L.  ed.  770; 
Ward  V.  Race  Horse,  163  U.  S.  504;  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1076;  41  L.  ed.  244; 
Draper  v.  United  States,  164  U.  S.  240;  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  107;  41  U  ed.  419; 
Thomas  v  Gay,  169  U.  S.  264;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  340;  42  L.  ed,  740;  Fong 
Yue  Ting  v.  United  States,  149  U.  S.  098;  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1016;  37  L.  ed. 
005;  Chinese  Exclusion  Cases,  130  U.  S.  581;  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  623;  38  L.  ed. 
1068;  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Co.  y.  United  States,  175  U.  S.  423;  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  168;  44  L.  ed.  223;  United  States  v.  Que  Lim,  176  U  S.  469;  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  415;  44  L.  ed.  544. 

9  130  U.  S.  581;  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  623;  32  L.  ed.  1068. 

10  For  a  very  full  account  of  discussions  of  this  subject  in  CongreBS,  see 
Hinds'  precedents  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Chapters  XlMUl  and 
XLIX. 
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That  is  to  say,  the  treaty-making  power  is  fully  competent  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  foreign  powers  in  respect  to  those 
matters  which  are  binding  internationally  upon  the  United  States. 
The  question  here  to  be  considered  is,  howerer,  whether  these 
international  compacts  become,  so  far  as  they  are  self -executing, 
immediately  binding  municipally,  that  is,  may  be  enforced  as 
law  in  our  courts.  The  Supreme  Court  has,  in  a  number  of 
instances,  declared  that  treaties  and  acts  of  Congress  stand,  as 
law,  upon  exactly  equal  planes,  and,  therefore,  that  the  later 
treaty  operates  to  supersede  the  earlier  law,  exactly,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  later  law  has  the  effect  of  abrogating  a  prior  incon- 
sistent treaty.  Thus  in  Cherokee  Tobacco  Case^^  the  court  say; 
"  The  effect  of  treaties  and  acts  of  Congress,  when  in  conflict, 
is  not  settled  by  the  Constitution.  But  the  question  is  rot 
involved  in  any  doubt  as  to  its  proper  solution.  A  treaty  may 
supersede  a  prior  act  of  Congress  (Foster  v.  Neilson,  2  Pet  253; 
7  L.  ed.  415)  and  an  act  of  Congress  may  supersede  a  prior 
treaty.  (Taylor  v.  Morton,  2  Curt.  C.  C.  454;  The  Clinton 
Bridge,  1  Wolv.  155.)" 

In  United  States  v.  Lee  Yen  Tai'^  the  court  declare:  '*  That 
it  was  competent  for  the  two  countries  by  treaty  to  have  super- 
seded a  prior  act  of  Congress  on  the  same  subject  is  not  to  be 
doubted;  for  otherwise  the  declaration  in  the  Constitution  that 
a  treaty,  concluded  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  that  instrument, 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  would  not  have  due  effect. 
As  Congress  may  by  statute  abrogate,  so  far  at  least  as  this 
country  is  concerned,  a  treaty  previously  made  by  the  United 
States  with  another  nation,  so  the  United  States  may  by  treaty 
supersede  a  prior  act  of  Congress  on  the  same  subject*  In  Foster 
V.  Neilson  (2  Pet  253;  7  L.  ed.  415),  it  was  said  that  a  treaty 
was  ^  to  be  regarded  in  courts  of  justice  as  equivalent  to  an  act 
of  the  legislature,  whenever  it  operates  of  itself  without  the  aid 
of  any  legislative  provision.'  In  the  case  of  The  Cherokee 
Tobacco  (11  Wall.  616),  this  court  said  '  a  treaty  may  supersede 

11 11  W^all.  616;  20  L.  ed.  227. 

"185  U.  S.  213;  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rfip.  629;  46  L.  ed.  878. 
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a  prior  act  of  Congress  and  an  act  of  Congress  may  supersede  a 
prior  treaty/  So  in  the  Head  Money  Cases  (112  U.  S.  580;  5 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  247;  28  L.  ed.  798)  this  court  said:  '  So  far  as  a 
treaty  made  by  the  United  States  with  any  foreign  nation  can 
become  the  subject  of  judicial  cognizance  in  the  courts  of  this 
country,  it  is  subject  to  such  acts  as  Congress  may  pass  for  its 
enforcement,  modification  or  repeal.'  Again,  in  Whitney  v. 
Robertson  (124  U.  S.  190;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  31  L.  ed.  386)  ; 
*  By  the  Constitution  a  treaty  is  placed  on  the  same  footing,  and 
made  of  like  obligation,  with  an  act  of  legislation.  Both  are 
declared  by  that  instrument  to  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land, 
and  no  superior  efficacy  is  given  to  either  over  the  other.  When 
tl\e  two  relate  to  the  same  subject,  the  courts  will  always  endeavor 
to  construe  them  so  as  to  give  effect  to  both  if  that  can  be  done 
without  violating  the  language  of  either ;  but  if  the  two  are  incon- 
sistent, the  one  last  in  date  will  control  the  other,  provided  always 
that  the  stipulation  of  the  treaty  on  the  subject  is  self -executing.' 
(See  also  Taylor  v.  Morton,  2  Curt  C.  C.  454,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,799;  Clinton  Bridge  Case,  Woolw.  155,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,900; 
Ropes  V.  Clinch,  8  Blatchf.  304,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,041 ;  2  Story, 
Const  §  1838.)  Nevertheless,  the  purpose  by  statute  to  abrogate 
a  treaty  or  any  designated  part  of  a  treaty,  or  the  purpose  by 
treaty  to  supersede  the  whole  or  a  part  of  an  act  of  Congress, 
must  not  be  lightly  assumed,  but  must  appear  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly from  the  words  used  in  the  statute  or  in  the  treaty  "'^ 
^^— ^— ^^— ^^^^^^j^^^j^^^^— ^-^— ^^»— ^»^^^— ^— ^^^^— ^^-^^— ^^^— ^^^— — ^      -»^—  "'^~^* 

IS  See  also  Johnson  ▼.  Browne,  205  U.  <5.  309;  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  539; 
51  K  ed.  816. 

Moore,  in  his  Digest  of  International  Law  (V,  370),  says:  "A  treaty 
apsuming  it  to  be  made  conformably  to  the  Constitution  in  substance  and 
form,  has  the  legal  effect  of  repealing  under  the  general  conditions  of  the 
legal  doHrine  that  *  leges  posteriores  priores  contrarias  ahroganty*  all  pre- 
existing federal  law  in  conflict  with  it,  whether  unwritten  as  law  of  nations, 
of  admiralty,  and  common  law,  or  written  as  acts  of  Congress.  A  treaty, 
though  complete  in  itself,  and  the  unquestioned  law  of  the  land,  may  be 
inexecutable  without  the  aid  of  an  act  of  Congress.  But  it  is  the  constitu- 
tional duty  of  Congress  to  pass  the  requisite  laws.  But  the  need  of  further 
legislation,  however,  does  not  affect  the  question  of  the  legal  force  of  the 
treaty  per  se.  Cushing,  At  Gen.  1854  (6  Op.  291).  See  also  Akerman,  At. 
Gen.  1870   (13  Op.  354). 
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In  fact,  however,  there  have  heea  few  (the  writer  is  not  certain 
that  there  have  been  any)  instances  in  which  a  treiUy  moat 
eistent  with  a  prior  act  of  Congress  has  been  given  full  fores 
and  effect  as  law  in  this  country  without  the  assent  of  Congress 
There  may  indeed  have  been  cases  in  which,  by  treaty,  eertiin 
action  has  been  taken  without  reference  to  existing  federal  laws, 
as,  for  example,  where  by  treaty  certain  populations  have  beai 
collectively  naturalized,  but  audi  treaty  action  has  not  operated 
to  repeal  or  annul  the  existing  law  upon  the  subject.  Further- 
more, with  specific  reference  to  commercial  arrangements  widi 
foreign  powers,  Congress  has  explicitly  denied  that  a  treaty  can 
ojx'^rate  to  moclify  the  arrangements  which  it,  by  statute,  has  pro- 
vided, and,  in  actual  practice,  Congress  in  every  instance  si|c- 
ceeded  in  maintaining  this  point. 

§  209.  Treaties  and  Revenue  Acts. 

There  would  seem  to  be  certainly  one  exception  to  the  rule 
that  the  later  treaty  abrogates  tlie  prior  inconsistent  statute,  and 
this  is  in  reference  to  actd  for  raising  revenue.  The  Constitution 
expressly  declares  that  '^  all  bills  for  raising  revenue  shall  origi- 
nate in  the  House  of  Representatives.^' ^^  Strictly  interpreted 
this  pro\'ision  might  be  held  to  apply  only  to  "  bills,"  that  is  to 
propositions  for  a  statute,  but  in  practice  the  spirit  of  the  clause 
has  been  followed  rather  than  its  exact  letter. 

In  IS  16  the  question  received  an  especially  careful  discussion 
in  Congress  with  reference  to  a  convention  which  the  treaty- 
making  power  had  entered  into  in  1815  with  Great  Britain.  The 
house  passed  a  bill  specitically  enacting  in  detail  the  provision 
of  the  treaty,  with  the  evident  purpose  of  making  it  plain  that 

See  Davis  v.  Concordia,  9  How.  280;  13  L.  ed.  138;  Fellows  ▼.  Blacksmith, 
10  How.  SGfi;  ir>  L.  ed.  G84 ;  The  Clinton  Bridge,  1  Woolworth,  155;  KuU 
V.  Kull,  37  Hun   (N.  Y.),  476. 

The  provisions  of  the  convention  with  China,  proclaimed  December  8,  1894, 
were  self-execruting,  so  as  to  modify  or  repeal  a  prior  statute  with  which 
they  were  in  conflict.  Knox,  At.  Gen.,  Oct.  10,  1901  (23  Op.  545)  approving 
opinions  of  Conrad  Act.  At.  Gen.,  May  20,  1896  (21  Op.  347)  and  Harmon, 
At.  Gen.,  May  20,  1806  (21  Op.  357)." 

"Art.  I,  Sec.  VII,  CI.  1. 
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without  snefa  legislative  enactment  tlie  provisioiis  would  be  with- 
out legal  force.  The  Senate  refused  its  concurrence  upon  the 
ground  that  the  treaty  was  self-operative  and,  therefore^  that  the 
legislative  i^proval  ^ould  be  only  declaratory  in  form.  After 
referenee  to  a  committee  of  conference,  a  bill  was  agreed  upon 
between  lie  two  Houses,  based  upon  the  principle,  conceded  by 
the  Senate,  that  "  whilst  some  treaties  might  not  require,  others 
may  require,  legislative  provision  to  carry  them  into  effect ;  that 
the  decision  of  the  question,  how  far  such  provision  was  neces- 
sary, must  be  founded  upon  the  peculiar  character  of  the  treaty 
itsell"^* 

This  was  clearly  a  oconpromiee  agreement,  but  later  practice 
has  served  to  strengthen  the  position  of  the  House  and  it  is 
beliaved  that  there  has  been  no  instance  in  T^ich  a  treaty  haa, 
without  legislative  permission,  been  allowed  to  repeal  or  annul 
existing  revenue  laws. 

In  1846,  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  to  which 
had  been  referred  a  reciprocity  treaty  negotiated  by  Mr.  Wheaton, 
reported  adversely  in  the  following  words :  "  The  committee 
.  .  .  are  not  prepared  to  sanction  so  large  an  innovation  upon 
ancient  and  uniform  practice  in  respect  of  the  department  of 
government  by  which  duties  on  imports  shall  be  imposed.  The 
convention  which  has  been  submitted  to  the  Senate  changes  duties 
which  have  been  laid  by  law.  It  changes  them  ex  directo  and  by 
its  own  vigor,  or  it  engages  the  faith  of  the  nation  and  the  faith 
of  the  legislature  through  which  the  nation  acts  to  make  the 
change.  In  either  aspect  it  is  the  President  and  Senate  who,  by 
the  instrumentality  of  negotiation,  rejieal  or  materially  vary  regu- 
lations of  commerce  and  laws  of  revenue  which  Congress  had 
ordained.  More  than  this,  the  executive  department,  by  the  same 
instnunentality  of  negotiations,  places  it  beyond  the  power  of 
Congress  to  exceed  the  stipulated  maximum  of  import  duties  for 
at  least  three  years,  whatever  exigenq^f  may  intervene  to  require 
it  In  the  judgment  of  the  committee  the  legislature  is  the 
department  of  government  by  which  commerce  should  be  regu- 

15  Moore's  Int.  Law  Dige9t,  V,  223. 
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lated  and  laws  of  revenue  be  passed.  The  Constitution,  in  tem&y 
communicates  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  and  to  impose 
duties  to  that  department  It  communicates  it,  in  terms,  to  no 
other.  Without  engaging  at  all  in  examination  of  the  extent^ 
limits,  and  objects  of  the  power  to  make  treaties,  the  committee 
believes  that  the  general  rule  of  our  system  is  indisputably  that 
the  control  of  trade  and  the  functions  of  taxing  belong,  without 
abridgement  or  participation,  to  Congress.  They  infer  this  from 
the  language  of  the  Constitution,  from  the  nature  and  principles 
of  our  Government,  from  the  theory  of  republican  liberty  itself, 
from  the  unvaried  practice,  evidencing  the  universal  belief  of  all, 
in  all  periods  and  all  parties  and  opinions.  They  think,  too,  that, 
as  the  general  rule,  the  representatives  of  the  people,  sitting  in 
their  legislative  capacity,  with  open  doors,  under  the  eye  of  the 
country,  communicating  freely  with  their  constituents,  may 
exercise  this  power  more  intelligently,  more  discreetly,  may 
acquire  more  accurate  and  more  minute  information  concerning 
the  employments  and  the  interests  on  which  this  description  of 
measures  will  prces,  and  may  better  discern  what  true  policy 
prescribes  and  rejects  than  is  within  the  competence  of  the  execu- 
tive department  of  the  Government.  To  follow,  not  to  lead;  to 
fulfil,  not  to  ordain,  the  law;  to  carry  into  effect,  by.  negotiation 
and  compact  with  foreign  governments,  the  legislative  will,  when 
it  has  been  announced,  upon  the  great  subjects  of  trade  and 
revenue;  not  to  interpose  with  controlling  iiAluence;  not  to  go 
forward  with  too  ambitious  enterprise  —  these  seem  to  the  com- 
mittee to  be  the  appropriate  functions  of  the  Executive,"  ^^ 

— -~ 

M  Compilation  of  Reports  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  VIII,  36. 
With  reference  to  tliis  report,  Mr.  Calhoun,  then  Secretary  of  State,  wrote  to 
Mr.  VVheaton,  "If  this  be  the  true  view  of  the  treaty-making  power  it  may 
be  truly  said  that  its  exercise  has  been  one  continual  series  of  habitual  and 
uninterrupted  infringements  of  the  Constitution."  He  then  continued:  "From 
the  beginning  and  throughout  the  whole  existence  of  the  Federal  Government, 
it  [the  treaty-making  power]  has  been  exercised  constantly  on  commerce, 
navigation,  and  other  delegated  powers,  to  the  almost  entire  exclusion  of 
the  reserved,  which,  from  their  nature,  rarely  ever  come  into  question  between 
us  and  other  nations.  Tlie  treaty-making  power  has,  indeed,  been  regarded 
to  be   so  comprehensive  as  to  embrace,  with  few  exceptions,  all   questiona 
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In  the  reply  of  Secretary  Calhoun  to  the  report  of  the  Senate 
committee,  Calhoun  asserted  that  from  the  beginning  of  the  gov- 
ernment it  had  been  the  practice  of  the  treaty-making  power  to 
compact  regarding  matters  within  the  legislative  powers  of  Con- 
gress. It  will  be  observed,  however,  that  neither  the  report,  nor 
the  reply  of  Calhoun  bear  upon  the  point  we  are  now  considering, 
namely,  whether,  when  a  treaty  is  entered  into  providing  for  the 
regulation  of  a  matter  within  the  ordinary  legislative  control  of 
Congress,  that  treaty  before  it  may  be  given  full  force  and  effect 
in  this  country  as  law,  requires  congressional  approval. 

After  an  account  of  the  practice  of  the  government  and  of  dis- 
cussions of  the  subject  in  Congress,  Mr.  Crandall,  writing  in 
1904,  says:  "From  this  historical  review  it  appears  that,  what- 
ever may  be  the  ipso  facto  effect  of  the  treaty  stipulations,  entered 
into  by  the  President  and  Senate,  upon  prior  inconsistent  revenue 
laws,  not  only  has  the  House  uniformly  insisted  upon,  but  the 
Senate  has  acquiesced  in,  their  execution  by  Congress;  that  in 
case  of  proposed  extensive  modifications  a  clause  has  been  inserted 
in  the  treaty  by  which  its  operation  is  expressly  made  depend- 
ent upon  the  action  of  Congress;  and  that  in  the  recent  Cuban 
treaty  such  a  clause  was  inserted  on  the  initiative  of  the 
Senate."'^ 

It  is  to  be  observed,  before  leaving  this  subject,  that  in  no  case 
has  the  treaty-making  power,  whatever  its  actual  concessions,  ever 
admitted  in  full  terms  its  inability  to  fix  as  law  matters  which 

that  can  possibly  arise  between  us  and  other  nations,  and  which  can  only 
be  adjusted  by  their  mutual  consent,  whether  the  subject-matter  be  comprised 
among  the  delegated  or  the  reserved  powers.  So  far,  indeed,  is  it  from 
being  true,  as  the  report  supposes,  that  the  mere  fact  of  a  power  being 
delegated  to  Congress  excludes  it  from  being  the  subject  of  the  treaty  stipu- 
lations, that  even  its  exclusive  delegation,  if  we  may  judge  from  the  habitual 
practice  of  the  government,  does  not  —  of  which  the  power  of  appropriating 
money  affords  a  striking  example.  It  is  expressly  and  exclusively  delegated 
to  Congress,  and  yet  scarcely  a  treaty  has  been  made  of  any  importance 
which  does  not  stipulate  for  the  payment  of  money.  No  objection  has  ever 
been  made  on  this  account.  The  only  question  ever  raised  in  reference  to 
it  is,  whether  Congress  has  not  unlimited  discretion  to  grant  or  withhold 
the  appropriation."  Moore's  Digest  of  International  Law,  V,  164. 
17  Treaties  and  Treaty  Making,  p.  145. 


492  Umted  States  Constitutional  Law. 

are  within  the  legislative  powers  o£  Congress.  Thus  in  1902, 
Senator  CiUloiu  enipkaticaliy  asserted  that  only  with  reference 
to  the  appropriation  of  money  is  legialative  assistance  needed  in 
order  tliat  treaties  may  receive  acceptance  as  law  in  our  courts." 
It  is  to  be  remarked,  however,  that  in  Bertram  v.  Robertson^^ 
and  Whitney  v,  Eobertson,*^  though  the  point  is  not  expressly 
discussed,  it  would  seem  that  the  court  impliedly  held  that  a 
treaty  might  modify  revenue  laws,  for  in  these  cases  the  effect 
of  treaties  upon  existing  tariff  laws  is  considered  without  a  sug- 
gestion that  the  inquiry  is  an  unnecessary  one  because  of  the 

inability  of  the  treaty  power  to  modify  such  statutes. 

— ■ 

18  C'/.  Butler,  I,  457. 

1M22  U.  S.  11«;   7  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  1115;   80  L.  ed.  1118. 

20  124  U.  S.  190;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  21  L.  ed.  38tk 
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CHAPTER  XXXV. 

THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  EXTENT  OF  THE   TREATY-:^L\KING  POWER. 

ft 

§  210l  Treaty-Making  Power  Granted  Without  Express  Limita- 
tions. 

The  treaty-making  power  is  granted  in  the  Constitntion  with- 
out any  express  limit«tions  as  to  the  subjects  to  which  ii  may 
relate.  And  all  treaties,  without  qualification,  are  declared  to 
be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  "  anything  in  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  any  State  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.^'  If,  then, 
there  are  any  limitations  to  its  extent,  they  must  be  found 
inherent  in  the  nature  of  the  treaties  themselves,  or  implied  in 
other  clauses  of  the  Constitution  or  in  the  very  nature  of  the 
polity  which  that  instrument  is  designed  to  create  and  maintain. 

§  211.  Implied  Limitations* 

No  treaty  has  ever  been  held  unconstitutional  in  any  court, 
federal  or  state,  in  the  United  States.  That  there  are,  however, 
limits,  despite  the  fact  that  in  no  case  has  there  arisen  the  neces- 
sity for  applying  them  in  a  court  of  law,  would  appear  beyond 
question.  From  the  early  years  of  the  present  Government  to 
the  decision  of  the  Insular  Cases  in  1901,  the  Supreme  Court 
has,  upon  frequent  occasions,  stated,  not  only  in  general  terms, 
but  with  reference  to  specific  matters,  that  there  are  limits  to 
the  subjects  that  may,  by  treaty,  be  made  the  supreme  law  of 
the  land.  In  New  Orleans  v.  United  States'  speaking  with 
reference  to  the  succession  of  the  United  States  Government  to 
the  French  Government  in  Louisiana,  the  court  said :  "  Thia 
succession  did  not  authorize  the  United  States  to  exercise  preroga- 
tives of  sovereignty  not  consistent  with  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States."     In  Pollard's  Lessee  v.  Hagan^  the  court 

110  Pet.  662;  9  L.  ed.  573. 
8  3  How.  212;  11  L.  cd.  565. 
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said :  ''  It  cannot  be  admitted  that  the  King  of  Spain  could  bj 
treaty  or  otherwise  impart  to  the  United  States  any  of  his  royal 
prerogatives,  and  much  less  can  it  be  admitted  that  they  have 
capacity  to  receive  or  power  to  exercise  them/'  And,  later  on 
in  the  same  opinion:  "The  court  denies  the  faculty  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  add  to  its  powers  by  treaty."  In  the 
Cherokee  Tobacco  Case'  the  opinion  declares :  "  It  need  hardly 
be  said  that  a  treaty  cannot  change  the  Constitution,  or  be  held 
valid  if  it  be  in  violation  of  that  instrument.  This  results  from 
the  nature  and  fundamental  principles  of  our  government." 

In  De  Geof roy  v.  Riggs*  Justice  Field  declares :  **  The  treaty 
power,  as  expressed  in  the  Constitution,  is  in  terms  unlimited 
except  by  those  restraints  which  are  found  in  that  instrument 
against  the  action  of  the  government  or  of  its  departments,  and 
those  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  government  and  of  that  of 
the  States.  It  would  not  be  contended  that  it  extends  so  far  as 
to  authorize  what  the  Constitution  forbids,  or  a  change  in  the 
character  of  the  government  or  in  that  of  one  of  the  States,  or  a 
cession  of  any  portion  of  the  territory  of  the  latter,  without  its 
consent.  (Fort  Leavenworth  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Lowe,  114  U.  S. 
525,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  995;  29  L.  ed.  264.)  But  with  these  ex- 
ceptions, it  is  not  perceived  that  there  is  any  limit  to  the  questions 
which  can  be  adjusted  touching  any  matter  which  is  properly 
the  subject  of  negotiation  with  a  foreign  country.  (Ware  v. 
Ilylton,  3  Dall.  199;  1  L.  ed.  568;  Chirac  v.  Chirac,  2  Wheat. 
259;  4  L.  ed.  234;  Hauenstein  v.  Lynham,  100  U.  S.  483;  25  L. 
ei  628 ;  8  Opinions  Attys.  Gen.  417 ;  The  Peaple  v.  Gerke,  5 
California  381.)'^ 

In  Downes  v.  BidwelP  four  of  the  majority  justices  in  their 
opinion  deny  the  authority  of  the  treaty-making  power  to  "  in- 
corporate "  annexed  territory  into  the  United  States.  And  the 
minority  declare  that  "  a  treaty  which  undertook  to  take  away 


111  Wall.  616;  20  L.  ed.  227. 

<  133  U.  S.  258 ;   10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  295 ;  33  L.  ed.  642. 

»182  U.  8.  244;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  45  L.  ed.  1088. 
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what  the  Constitution  secured^  or  to  enlarge  the  federal  jurisdic- 
tion, would  be  simply  void."  ^ 

These  dicta  of  the  Supreme  Court  that  have  been  quoted  are 
really  obiter  in  that  in  no  case  was  a  treaty  provision  held  void. 
However,  the  statement  being  so  often  and  so  positively  asserted 
it  may  be  taken  for  granted  that  there  are  constitutional  limits 
to  the  treaty-making  power,  and  that  when  these  limits  are  over- 
stepped, the  courts  will  interpose  their  veto. 

§  212.  The  Treaty-Making  Power  and  the  Reserved  Rights  of 
the  States. 

The  supremacy  of  a  federal  treaty  over  a  conflicting  state  law, 
with  reference  to  matters  not  reserved  to  the  «States,  has  not  been 
questioned  since  the  time  it  was  established  that  a  federal  statute, 
enacted  within  either  the  concurrent  or  exclusive  constitutional 

<  For  additional  declarations  by  the  Supreme  Court  that  treaties  are  neces- 
sarily subordinate  to  the  Constitution,  see  Ware  v.  Hylton,  3  Dall.  199;  1 
L.  ed.  568;  United  Stetes  v.  The  Peggy,  1  Cr.  103;  2  L.  ed.  49;  Lattimer  v. 
Poteet,  14  Pet.  4;  10  L.  ed.  328;  Doe  v.  Braden,  16  How.  635;  14  L.  ed. 
1090;  Thomas  v.  Gay,  169  U.  S.  264;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  340;  42  L.  ed.  740. 
In  the  Wong  Kim  Ark  case,  the  minority  point  out  that  tlie  effect  of  the  de- 
cision of  the  majority  is  to  limit  the  treaty-making  power  to  prevent  children 
of  resident  aliens  becoming  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Calhoun,  in  his  Discourse  on  the  Constitution  and  Oovcmment  of  the  United 
States,  says:  "It  [the  treaty-making  power]  is  limited  by  all  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  which  inhibit  certain  acts  from  being  done  by  the 
government,  or  any  of  its  departments;  of  which  description  there  are  many. 
It  is  also  limited  by  such  provisions  of  the  Constitution  as  direct  certain  acts 
to  be  done  in  a  particular  way  and  which  prohibit  the  contrary,  of  which 
a  striking  example  is  to  be  found  in  that  which  declares  that  '  no  money 
shall  be  drawn  from  the  Treasury  but  in  consequence  of  appropriations  to  be 
made  by  law.'  This  not  only  imposes  an  important  restriction  on  the  power, 
but  gives  to  Congress  as  the  law-making  power,  and  to  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives as  a  portion  of  Congress,  the  right  to  withhold  appropriations; 
and,  thereby,  an  important  control  over  the  treaty-making  power  whenever 
money  is  required  to  carry  a  treaty  into  effect;  which  is  usually  the  case, 
especially  in  reference  to  those  of  much  importance.  There  still  remains 
another,  and  more  important  limitation,  but  of  a  more  general  and  indefinite 
character.  It  can  enter  into  no  stipulation  calculated  to  change  the  char- 
acter of  the  government;  or  to  do  that  which  can  only  be  done  by  the 
constitution-making  power;  or  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  nature  and 
structure  of  the  government."    I  Works,  203. 
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competency  of  Congresdy  opertites  to  nullify  all  inconsifitent  st&ie 
legislation.  In  this  respect,  as  the  Constitution  expressly  declart-, 
treaties  and  acts  of  Congress  are  upon  precisely  the  same  footiog 

In  Ware  v.  Hylton/  decided  in  179G^  Justice  Chase  say?: 
*^  There  can  be  no  limitation  on  the  powxr  of  the  people  of  tiie 
United  States.  By  their  authority  the  state  constitutions  were 
made,  and  by  their  authority  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  was  established;  and  they  had  the  power  to  change  or 
abolish  the  state  constitutions,  or  to  make  them  vield  to  the  Gen- 
eral  Government  and  to  treaties  made  bv  their  authority.  A 
treaty  cannot  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  that  is,  of  all  the 
United  States,  if  any  act  of  a  state  legislature  can  stand  in  its 
way.  If  the  constitution  of  a  State  (which  is  the  fundamental 
law  of  the  State,  and  paramount  to  its  legislature)  must  give  wav 
to  a  treaty,  and  fall  before  it;  can  it  be  questioned  whether  the 
less  power,  an  act  of  the  state  legislature,  must  not  be  prostrate? 
It  is  the  declared  will  of  the  people  of  the  United  States  that 
every  treaty  made  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
superior  to  the  constitution  and  laws  of  any  individual  State;  and 
their  will  alone  is  to  decide.  If  a  law  of  a  State  Contrary  to  a 
treaty  is  not  void,-  but  voidable  only  by  a  repeal  or  nullification 
of  a  state  legislature,  this  certain  consequence  follows:  that  the 
will  of  a  small  part  of  the  United  States  may  control  or  defeat 
the  will  oi  the  whole.  The  people  of  America  have  been  pleased 
to  declare,  that  all  treaties  made  before  the  establishment  of  the 
national  Constitution,  or  laws  of  any  of  the  States,  contrary  to 
a  treaty,  sliall  be  disregarded.'* 

In  Fairfax  v.  Hunter,®  Chirac  v.  Chirac,^  Hauenstein  v.  Lvn- 
ham,*^  and  other  cases,  the  doctrine  declared  in  Ware  v.  Hylton 
was  approved  and  applied. 

The  attempt  has  been  made  to  detract  from  the  force  of  Cliase's 
doctrine  as  declared  in  Ware  v.  Hvlton,  by  emphasizing  the  fact 

■J  3  Dall.  199 ;  1  L.  ed.  568. 

8  7  Cr.  603 ;  3  I^  ed.  453. 

9  2  \Vh.  259;   4  L.  ed.  234. 

10  100  U.  S.  483;   25   L.  ed.  628. 
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that  in  that  case  the  treaty  in  question  was  one  which  had  heen 
originally  entered  into  under  tlw  Confederation^  that  i%  at  a 
time  when  the  States  were  severally  sovereign,  and  that,  thore- 
fore,  it  was  a  treaty  to  winch  the  States  may  be  said  to  have  in- 
dividually assented.  There  would  not,  however,  seem  to  he  much 
force  in  this,  for  if,  after  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  the 
treaty  in  question  could  be  considered  in  any  way  as  still  an  in- 
strument deriving  its  validity  from  Ae  consent  of  the  State,  it 
could  have  been  abr(^ated  by  subsequent  state  action,  but  this, 
of  course,  was  expressly  denied  by  the  co«rt  in  Ware  v.  Hylton. 
The  trnth  is  that  the  Constitution  puts  treaties,  made  and  to  be 
made,  upon  exactly  the  saroe  footing,  and  in  the  later  cases  which 
are  cited  above,  the  doctrine  of  Ware  v.  Hylton  is  considered  as 
controlling  with  reference  to  treaties  made  after  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution. 

It  may,  then,  be  considered  as  established  that  a  treaty  en- 
tered into  by  the  Federal  Grovemment  with  respect  to  a  matter 
within  the  federal  jurisdiction  is  supreme  over  a  conflicting  state 
law.  This  leads  to  the  question  whether,  by  an  exercise  of  the 
treaty-making  power,  the  Federal  Government  may  regulate  mat- 
ters within  the  States  which  it  may  not  control  by  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  if,  in  this  respect,  the  treaty-making  power  is  broader 
than  the  legislative,  in  what  respects,  and  to  what  extent,  it  is 
broader. 


§  S13.  Judicial  Dicta  tiiat  Resented  Rights  of  the  States  Bfay 
not  Be  Infringed. 

Upon  this  point  the  declarations  of  the  Supreme  Court  are  not 
completely  satisfactory.  In  various  of  its  opinions  this  tribunal 
has  explicitly  asserted  that  the  rights  reserved  by  the  Constitution 
from  the  control  of  the  other  departments  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment may  not  be  infringed  by  its  treatj^-making  power. 

InPrevost  v.  Greenaux"  the  court  say:  "  That  a  treaty  is  no 
more  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  than  is  an  act  of  Congress  is 

It  19  How.  1 ;  15  U  ed.  672. 
32 
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shown  by  the  fact  that  an  act  of  Congress  vacates  pro  tanto  a  prior 
inconsistent  treaty.  Whenever,  therefore,  an  act  of  Congress 
would  be  unconstitutional,  as  invading  the  reserved  rights  of  the 
States,  a  treaty  to  the  same  effect  would  be  unconstitutional." 

In  the  License  Cases^^  Justice  Daniel,  dissenting,  declared: 
"  This  provision  of  th^  Constitution,  it  is  to  be  feared,  is  some- 
times applied  or  expounded  without  those  qualifications  which 
the  character  of  the  parties  to  that  instrument,  and  its  adaptation 
to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  created,  necessarily  imply. 
Every  power  delegated  to  the  Federal  Government  must  be  ex- 
pounded in  coincidence  with  a  perfect  right  in  the  States  to  all 
that  they  have  not  delegated ;  in  coincidence,  too,  with  the  pos- 
session of  every  power  and  right  necessary  for  their  existence  and 
preservation;  for  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  these  ever  were 
in  intention  or  in  fact,  ceded  to  the  General  Government.  Laws  of 
the  United  States,  in-order  to  be  binding,  must  be  within  the  legiti- 
mate powers  vested  by  the  Constitution.  Treaties,  to  be  valid, 
must  be  made  within  the  scope  of  the  same  powers;  for  there  can 
be  no  '  authority  of  the  United  States '  save  what  is  derived  medi- 
ately or  immediately,  and  regularly  and  legitimately,  from  the 
Constitution.  A  treatv,  no  more  than  an  ordinary  statute,  can 
arbitrarily  cede  away  any  one  right  of  a  State  or  of  any  citizen  of 
a  State.  In  cases  of  alleged  conflict  between  a  law  of  a  State  and 
the  Constitution  or  a  statute  of  the  United  States,  this  court  must 
pronounce  upon  the  validity  of  either  law  with  reference  to  the 
Constitution ;  but  whether  the  decision  of  the  court  in  such  cases 
be  itself  binding  or  otherwise  must  depend  upon  its  conformity 
with,  or  its  warrant  from,  the  Constitution.  It  cannot  be  correctly 
held,  that  a  decision,  merely  because  it  be  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
is  to  override  alike  the  Constitution  and  the  laws  botn  of  the 
States  and  of  the  United  States." 

And  in  a  dissenting  opinion  in  the  Passenger  Cases^^  Chief 
Justice  Taney  with  respect  to  the  treaty  power  declared :  "  The 
first  inquiry  is,  whether,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  the  General  Government  has  the  power  to  compel  the  sev- 
eral States  to  receive,  and  suffer  to  remain  in  association  with  its 

125  How.  504;   12  L.  ed.  2fi6. 
137   How.   2?3;    12   L.  id.   7 12. 
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citizens,  every  person  or  class  of  persons  whom  it  may  be  the 
polity  or  pleasure  of  the  United  States  to  admit.  In  my  judg- 
ment, this  question  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  controversy  in 
this  case.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  General  Government 
have,  by  treaty  or  act  of  Congress,  required  the  State  of  Massa- 
chusetts to  permit  the  aliens  in  question  to  land.  I  think  there  is 
no  treaty  or  act  of  Congress  which  can  justly  be  so  construed. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  examine  that  question  until  we  have 
first  inquired  whether  Congress  can  lawfully  exercise  such  a 
power,  and  whether  the  States  are  bound  to  submit  to  it.  For  if 
the  people  of  the  several  States  of  this  Union  reserved  to  them- 
selves the  power  of  expelling  from  their  borders  any  person,  or 
class  of  persons,  whom  it  might  deem  dangerous  to  its  peace,  or 
likely  to  prove  a  physical  or  moral  evil  among  its  citizens,  then 
any  treaty  or  law  of  Congress  invading  this  right,  and  authoriz- 
ing the  introduction  of  any  person  or  description  of  persons 
against  the  consent  of  the  State,  would  be  an  usurpation  of  power 
which  this  court  could  neither  recognize  nor  enforce.  I  had  sup- 
posed this  question  not  now  open  to  dispute," 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  assertions  of  incompetence  of  the 
treaty-making  power  to  invade  the  reserved  rights  of  the  States, 
there  are  the  dicta,  earlier  quoted,  to  the  effect  that  this  power, 
though  not  in  terms  limited  by  the  Constitution,  is  not  competent 
to  change  the  general  character  of  our  government.  If  the  treaty- 
making  power  has  not  this  power,  then  certainly  the  reserved 
rights  of  the  States  are  not  completely  at  its  mercy.  For  to  in- 
vade radically  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  States  would  be, 
in  effect,  to  change  the  nature  of  our  federal  constitutional  system. 

§  214.  Instances  in  Which  Treaties  Have  Been  Upheld  though 
Infringing  Reserved  Rights  of  the  States. 

Opposing,  however,  these  dicta  which  have  been  quoted  are  a 
line  of  cases,  in  which  treaties  have  been  held  constitutional  with 
reference  to  matters  which  are  admittedly  not  within  the  power 
of  Congress  to  control.  And,  also,  there  have  been  numerous 
cases  in  which  state  laws  with  reference  to  matters  within  the 
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ordinai5'  legislative  competence  o£  the  States,  have  been  held  void 
beeauae  of  conilict  with  subsisting  federal  tceaties.'^ 

Thua,  in  the  caae  of  De  Geofroy  v.  Eiggs,**  to  which  reference 
has  already  been  made,  it  is  declared:  ^'  That  the  treaty  power 
of  the  United  States  extends  to  all  proper  subjects  of  negotiation 
between  our  government  and  the  government  of  other  nations,  is 
clear.  It  is  also  clear  that  the  protection  which  should  be  afforded 
to  the  citizens  of  one  country  owning  property  in  another,  and 
the  manner  in  which  that  property  may  be  transferred,  devised  or 
inherited,  are  fitting  subjects  for  such  negotiations  and  of  regula- 
tion by  mutual  stipulations  between  the  two  countries.  As  com- 
mercial intercourse  increases  between  different  countries  the  resi- 
dence of  citizens  of  one  country  within  the  territory  of  the  other 
naturally  follows,  and  the  removal  of  their  disability  from  alien- 
age  to  hold,  transfer  and  inherit  property  in  such  cases  tends  to 
promote  amicable  relations.  Such  removal  has  been  within  the 
present  century  the  frequent  subject  of  treaty  arrangement.  The 
treaty  power,  as  expressed  in  the  Constitution,  is  in  terms  un- 
limited exce])t  by  those  restraints  which  are  found  in  that  instrn- 
ment  against  the  action  of  the  government  or  of  its  department?, 
and  those  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  goyemment  itself  and 
of  that  of  the  States.  It  would  not  be  contended  that  it  extendi 
so  far  as  to  authorize  what  the  Constitution  forbids,  or  a  change 
in  the  character  of  the  government  or  in  that  of  one  of  the  States, 
or  a  cession  of  any  portion  of  the  territory  of  the  latter,  without 
its  consent.  (Fort  Leavenworth  R.  Co.  v.  Lowe,  114  U.  S.  525; 
5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  995 ;  29  L.  ed.  264.)  But  with  these  exceptions, 
it  is  not  perceived  that  there  is  any  limit  to  the  questions  which 
can  be  adjusted  touching  any  matter  which  is  properly  the  subject 
of  negotiation  with  a  foreign  country." 

i4\Vr.re  v.  Hyltan,  3  DaU.  199;  1  L.  od.  568;  Hflpkirk  v.  Bell,  3  Ct.  454; 
2  L.  ed.  497;  Fairfax  v.  Hunter,  7  Cr.  603;  3  L.  ed.  453;  Chirac  v.  Chirac, 
2  Wlipat.  259;  4  L.  ed.  234;  Lattimer  v.  Poteet,  14  Pot.  4;  10  L.  ed.  328; 
Haucnstein  r.  Lynham,  100  U.  S.  483;  25  L.  ed.  628;  De  Geofroy  v.  Riggs, 
133  U.  S.  258;  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  295;  33  L.  ed.  642.  See  also  a  strong 
dirfum  in  Ward  v.  Race  Horse,  103  U.  S.  504;  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1076; 
41  L.  ed.  244. 

15 133  U.  S.  258;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  295;  33  L.  ed.  642. 
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In  1898  the  President  requested  the  official  opinion  of  his 
Attorney-General  as  to  the  power  of  the  United  States  to  enter 
into  treaty  stipulations  isdth  Great  Britain  for  the  regulation  of 
fisheries  in  the  waters  of  the  United  States  and  Canada  along  the 
international  boundary.  In  his  opinion  Mr.  Griggs  said :  "  The 
waters  of  the  lake  and  rivers  which  form  the  boundary  between 
the  United  States  and  Canada  are  u.pon  this  side  of  the  boundary 
line  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  several  riparian 
States.  The  r^ulation  of  fisheries  in  navigable  waters  within 
the  territorial  limits  of  the  several  States,  in  the  absence  of  a 
federal  treaty,  is  a  subject  of  state  rather  than  of  federal  juris- 
diction. Congress  has  the  paramount  right  to  regulate  navigation 
in  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  citizens  of  the  Union,  but  Congress  has  no  authority  in 
the  absence  of  treaty  regulations,  to  pass  laws  to  regulate  or  pro- 
tect fisheries  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  States. 
(McCready  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  3^1 ;  24  L.  ed.  248 ;  Lawton  v. 
Steele,  152  U.  S.  133 ;  14  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  499 ;  38  L.  ed.  385.) 
The  question  for  consideration,  therefore,  is  whether  the  United 
States  by  treaty  may  deprive  the  riparian  States  of  the  power  of 
control  and  regulation  over  the  fisheries  in  the  waters  within  their 
respective  jurisdictions  conterminal  with  the  boundary  between 
the  United  States  and  Canada.  It  is  obvious  that  if  by  the  exer- 
cise of  the  treaty-making  power  the  regulation  of  this  subject  is 
assumed  by  the  Federal  Government,  the  respective  state  govern- 
ments will  be  deiprived  of  jurisdiction  over  that  subject  in  the 
same  waters.  The  regulation  of  fisheries  has  been  recognized  as 
a  proper  subject  for  international  agreement.  .  .  .  Where  a 
lake  or  river  is  divided  into  two  jurisdictions  by  a  boundary  line 
between  two  nations,  it  is  manifest  that  it  would  be  not  only  con- 
venient but  almost  necessary  for  the  adequate  regulation  of  the 
subject  that  an  agreement  by  treaty  or  other  stipulation  should 
exist  between  the  governments  of  the  two  countries,  in  order  to 
make  any  system  of  r^ulation  and  protection  effective.  The 
several  States  are  by  the  Constitution  forbidden  to  enter  into  any 
such  treaty  or  regulation  with  any  foreign  power,  and  unless  the 
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United  States  may  regulate  the  subject  bj  treaty  it  is  impossible 
of  regulation  by  uniform  and  reciprocal  rules.  I  advise  you, 
therefore,  that  the  regulation  of  the  fisheries  in  these  boundarT 
waters  is  a  proper  subject  of  the  treaty-making  power  vested  bj 
the  Constitution  in  the  President  If  it  be  suggested  that  such 
a  treaty  is  beyond  the  constitutional  power  of  the  President  and 
the  Senate  to  elTect,  be(?^use  it  deprives  the  States  of  jurisdiction 
and  authority  now  vested  in  them,  and  practically  would  annul 
their  laws  and  destroy  one  subject  of  state  sovereignty,  without 
going  into  a  history  of  that  clause  of  the  Constitution  above 
quoted,  which  declares  that  all  treaties  made  or  which  shall  be 
made  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States  shall  be  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land  (the  discussions  of  which  in  the  Constitntional 
Convention  and  in  the  state  conventions  called  for  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution  were  very  extensive  and  interesting),  it  is 
suflicient  to  say  that  it  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  that  it  is  no  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  treaty 
that  it  establishes  within  state  jurisdiction  a  different  law  and 
standard  of  rights  from  that  established  by  the  laws  of  the  State.'' 
In  a  number  of  instances,  as  said,  state  laws,  with  reference 
to  matters  ordinarily  within  state  cognizance,  have  been  held 
void  when  in  conflict  with  existing  federal  treaties.  Examples 
of  this,  are  laws  denying  the  right  of  the  alien  to  be  employed 
by  contractors  upon  public  works,  or  to  be  employed  by  private 
corporations.*® 

§  215.  The  True  Doctrine. 

How,  now,  are  we  to  harmonize  these  declarations  that  the  re- 
served rights  of  the  States  may  not  be  infringed  by  the  treaty* 
making  power  with  the  fact  that,  in  specific  instances,  the  invasion 
of  these  rights  has  been  upheld  ? 

Essentially  speaking,  the  two  positions,  thus  absolutely  stated, 
cannot  be  harmonized.     There  is  no  principle  that  can  be  stated 

"  Baker  v.  Portland,  5  Sawyer,  500 ;  In  re  Tiburcio,  6  Sawyer,  349 ;  In  ft 
Ah  Chong,  0  Sawyer,  451.  Cf,  Proceedings  of  the  American  Soc.  of  Int  Law, 
1907,  Address  by  Prof.  C.  N.  Gregory. 


Constitutional  Teeaty-Makino  Power.  603 

which  will  bring  the  dicta  quoted  into  consonance  with  the  de- 
cisions referred  to.  Either  the  dicta  denying  to  the  treaty-making 
power  the  right  to  infringe  State  rights  are  wrong,  and  must  be 
abandoned,  or  the  decisions  upholding  such  infringement  were 
improper,  and  will  not  be  followed  in  the  future. 

The  author  is  convinced  that  the  obiter  doctrine  that  the 
reserved  rights  of  the  States  may  never  be  infringed  upon  by  the 
treaty-making  power  will  sooner  or  later  be  frankly  repudiated 
by  the  Supreme  Court*  In  its  place  will  be  definitely  stated  the 
doctrine  that  in  all  that  properly  relates  to  matters  of  interna- 
tional rights  and  obligations,  whether  these  rights  and  obligations 
rest  upon  the  general  principles  of  international  law  or  have  been 
conventionally  created  by  specific  treaties,  the  United  States 
possesses  all  the  powers  of  a  constitutionally  centralized  sovereign 
State;  and,  therefore,  that  when  the  necessity  from  the  inter- 
national standpoint  arises  the  treaty  power  may  be  exercised, 
even  though  thereby  the  rights  ordinarily  reserved  to  the  States 
are  invaded. 

The  writer  is  led  to  the  belief  that  this  will  be  the  position 
finally  and  affirmatively  taken  by  our  judiciary  from  a  review  of 
the  manner  in  which,  in  the  past,  in  every  instance  in  which  it 
has  been  necessary  to  endow  the  Federal  Government  with  a  power 
in  order  that  its  national  supremacy,  and  its  administrative  effi- 
ciency, might  be  preserved,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  found  the  means  to  do  so.^^ 

§  216.  Constitutional  Limits  to  the  Treaty-Making  Power. 

Assimiing,  then,  that  the  reasoning  which  has  gone  before  is 
correct,  it  may  be  asked:  Are  we  led  to  the  conclusion  that,  in 
extent,  the  treaty-making  power  is  without  constitutional  limits, 
and  may  it  be  predicted  that  in  no  conceived  case  will  the  Su- 
preme Court  hold  void  of  legal  force  a  treaty  duly  entered  into 
by  the  treaty-making  power?    This  question  may  be  answered  in 

17  A  more  detailed  statement  of  this  argument  is  given  in  Chapter  LXIV  of 
this  work,  in  the  section  entitled  "  The  Conclusiveness  of  Administrative 
Determinations." 
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the  negsdre.  As  pointed  out  at  the  beginning  of  this  ckapter,  Acre 
undoubtedly  are  limita  to  the  extent  of  the  ti^eatjr-making  poirer 
which  the  Supreme  Court  may  be  expeeted  to  recognise  and  apply. 
It  is  true  that  all  of  the  dida  that  were  quoted  are  obiter  in  that 
in  DO  instance  were  they  applied  to  hold  a  treaty  pr<y\  ision  void ; 
yet,  when  we  £iid  the  statement  so  positiv-ely  asserted,  and  so 
many  times  repeated,  we  may,  I  think,  take  it  as  established. 

If,  however,  as  we  have  seen,  individaal  rights  and  the  res^ii^ed 
powers  of  the  States  may,  upon  occasion,  be  aacri&eed  to  the 
treaty-making  power,  under  what  circnmstanceB,  and  according 
to  what  principle,  may  we  expect  these  limitations  to  be  imposed  ? 
Briefly  stated,  the  answer  is  that  these  limitations  are  to  be  f  omid 
in  the  very  nature  of  treaties.  That  is,  that  the  treaty-making 
power  may  not  be  used  to  secure  a  regulation  or  control  of  a  mat- 
ter not  properly  and  fairly  a  matter  of  international  concern.  It 
cannot  be  employed  with  referenee  to  a  matter  not  legitimately 
a  subject  for  international  agreement,  any  more  than  can  the 
States  under  the  claim  of  an  exercise  of  their  police  powers  regu- 
late a  matter  not  fairly  comprehended  within  the  field  of  police 
regulation.  Thus,  while  it  might  be  appropriate  for  the  United 
States,  by  treaty  with  England,  to  provide  that  English  citizens 
living  in  the  United  States  should  have  certain  rights  of  property, 
or  schooling  privileges,  etc.,  within  the  States,  state  law  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding,  it  would  not  be  appropriate,  and,  there- 
fore, would  not  be  constitutional,  for  the  United  States  by  such 
a  treaty  to  provide  that  all  aliens,  whether  British  subjects  or  not, 
should  enjoy  these  rights  within  the  States  in  which  they  might 
live.  So  likewise,  it  would  not  be  a  proper  or  constitutional  exer- 
cise of  the  treaty-making  power  to  provide  that  Congress  should 
have  a  general  legislative  authority  over  a  subject  which  has  not 
been  given  it  by  the  Constitution;  or  thslt  a  power  now  exercised 
by  one  of  the  departments  of  the  General  Government  should  be 
exercised  by  another  department  For  there  are  matters  of  do- 
mestic national  law  with  which  foreign  power  has  no  concern. 
In  short,  the  treaty-making  power  is  to  be  exercised  with  constitu- 
tional bona  fides. 
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The  principle  winch  has  been  stated,  that-,  to  be  eonstitutionally 
valid,  a  treaty  must  have  reference  to  a  subject  properly  a  matter 
for  international  agreement,  excludes  from  the  federal  treaty- 
making  power  the  authority  to  disregard  those  prohibitions  of  the 
Constitution,  express  and  implied,  which  are  directed  not  to  Con- 
gress but  to  the  National  Government  as  a  whole. 

It  is  scarcely  to  be  conceived  that  the  treaty-making  power  will 
ever  make  the  attempt,  bnt  should  it  seek  to  override  these  pro- 
hibitions, or  to  alter  the  distribirtion  of  powers  provided  for  in 
the  Constitution,  or  in  any  way  to  change  the  general  character 
of  the  governmental  polity  by  that  instrument  created,  it  may  be 
expected  that  the  judiciary  will  interpose  its  veto.  The  treaty- 
making  power  in  all  its  fulness  is  granted  that  the  IN'ational  Gov- 
ernment may  be  preserved,  that  it  may  be  efficient  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  is  created,  not  that  it  may  be  destroyed  or 
changed  in  essential  character. 

It  is  a  principle  of  international  law  that  treaties  between 
nations  should  be  executed  with  vherrima  fides.  TJndoubtediy, 
however,  our  courts,  in  construing  a  treaty  which  infringes  upon 
the  ordinary  reserved  rights  of  the  States,  will,  when  possible,  so 
interpret  it  as  to  minimize  so  far  as  possible  the  extent  of  this 
infringement  And,  undoubtedly,  the  treaty-making  power  itself 
will,  when  possible,  refrain  from  entering  upon  treaties  which 
will  trench  upon  the  States'  reserved  powers,  and  will,  in  the 
future,  take  extreme  pains  so  to  word  international  agreements  as 
to  render  impossible  an  interpretation  by  the  other  signatory 
parties  which  will  give  to  them  this  effect.  This  caution  the 
recent  Japanese  school  question  in  California  will  suggest  But 
in  any  case,  the  Supreme  Court  will  be  exceedingly  loth  to  deny 
legal  validity  to  a  treaty  provision.  For  it  does  not  need  to  be 
observed  that,  though  by  holding  a  treaty  provision  unconstitu- 
tional that  provision  is  denied  legal  validity  in  this  oountry,  the 
United  States  is  not  thereby  released  from  its  obligation  under 
it  to  the  other  signatory  powers,  and  the  result  is,  necessarily,  a 
breach  of  our  covenant  with  those  powers.  The  same,  of  course, 
would  be  true  should  Congress  refuse  to  pass  the  legislation  neces- 
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sary  for  putting  a  treaty  into  full  force  and  effect,  unless,  indeed, 
as  is  sometimes  done,  it  were  provided  in  the  treaty  itself  that  it 
was  not  to  go  into  effect  unless,  and  until,  the  necessary  legislative 
assistance  was  obtained.^^ 

§  217.  Legislative  Powers  Ancillary  to  Treaty-Making  Powers. 

One  final  .point  with  reference  to  the  extent  of^  the  treaty-making 
power  deserves  notice.    This  is  that  where,  for  its  enforcement,  a 

18  Mr.  Butler,  in  his  Treaty-Making  Poxcer  of  the  United  States,  $  3,  givea 
the  foUowing  summary  of  his  conclusions  regarding  the  extent  of  the  treaty- 
making  power  in  the  United  States:  *' First:  That  the  treaty-making  power 
of  the  United  States,  as  vested  in  the  Central  Govemmenty  is  derived  not 
only  from  the  powers  expressly  conferred  by  the  Constitution,  but  that  it  is 
also  possessed  by  that  Government  as  an  attribute  of  sovereignty,  and  that 
it  extends  to  every  subject  which  can  be  the  basis  of  negotiation  and  contract 
between  any  of  the  sovereign  powers  of  the  world,  or  in  regard  to  which  the 
several  States  ef  the  Union  themselves  could  have  negotiated  and  contracted 
if  the  Constitution  had  not  expressly  prohibited  the  States  from  exercising 
the  treaty-making  power  in  any  manner  whatever  and  vested  that  power 
exclusively  in,  and  expressly  delegated  it  to,  the  Federal  Government.  Second: 
That  this  power  exists  in,  and  can  be  exercised  by,  the  National  Government, 
whenever  foreign  relations  of  any  kind  are  established  with  any  other  sovereign 
power,  in  regulating  by  treaty  the  use  of  property  belonging  to  States  or 
citizens  thereof,  such  as  canals,  railroads,  fisheries,  public  lands,  mining 
claims,  etc.;  in  regulating  the  descent  or  possession  of  property  within  the 
otherwise  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  States;  in  surrendering  citizens  and  inhab- 
itants of  States  to  foreign  powers  for  punishment  of  crimes  committed  out- 
side of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  or  of  any  State  or  territory 
thereof;  in  fact,  that  the  power  of  the  United  States  to  enter  into  treaty 
stipulations  in  regard  to  all  matters,  which  can  properly  be  the  subject  of 
negotiation  between  sovereign  States,  is  practically  unlimited,  and  that  in  no 
cofie  is  the  sanction,  aid  or  consent  of  any  State  necessary  to  validate  the 
treaty  or  to  enforce  its  provisions.  Third:  Tliat  the  power  to  legislate  in 
regard  to  all  matters  affected  by  treaty  stipulations  and  relations  is  co-exten- 
sive with  the  treaty-making  power,  and  that  acts  of  Congress  enforcing  such 
stipulations  which,  in  the  absence  of  treaty  stipulations,  would  be  unconstitu- 
tional as  infringing  upon  the  powers  reserved  to  the  States,  are  constitutional, 
and  can  be  enforced,  even  though  they  may  conflict  with  state  laws  or  pro 
visions  of  state  constitutions.  Fourth:  That  all  provisions  in  etate  statutes 
or  constitutions  which  in  any  way  conflict  with  any  treaty  stipulations, 
whether  they  have  been  made  prior  or  subsequent  thereto,  must  give  way  to 
the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  or  act  of  Congress  based  on  and  enforcing  the 
same,  even  if  such  provisions  relate  to  matters  wholly  within  state  juris- 
diction." 
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treaty  requires  ancillary  legislation,  Congress  would  seem  to  have 
the  constitutional  power  to  enact  the  needed  laws,  even  though 
these  may  relate  to  matters  not  within  the  general  sphere  of  its 
legislative  authority.  For  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  General 
Government  has  the  power  to  render  effective  a  treaty  which  it 
has  the  constitutional  power  to  enter  into.  A  somewhat  analogous 
case  is  the  legislative  power  recognized  to  belong  to  Congress  with 
reference  to  matters  of  admiralty  and  marine,  because  of  the  grant 
to  the  Federal  Judiciary  of  jurisdiction  over  admiralty  and  mari- 
time causes. 

§  218.  The  Treaty-Making  Power  May  not  "  Incorporate  "  For- 
eign  Territory  into  the  United  States. 

As  we  have  already  learned  from  our  examination  of  the  insu- 
lar case  of  Downes  v.  Bidwell,^®  the  treaty-making  power  is,  ac- 
cording to  that  decision,  without  the  power  to  incorporate  into 
the  United  States  territory  acquired  from  a  foreign  power.  For 
this  the  consent  of  Congress  is  required.  Four  of  the  five  majority 
justices  in  this  case,  it  will  be  remembered,  held  to  a  distinction 
between  incorporated  and  unincorporated  territory.  The  fifth 
justice  (Mr.  Brown)  held  that  in  no  case  are  Territories  parts 
of  the  United  States  in  the  strict  constitutional  sense;  and  that, 
therefore,  they  are  not  entitled  to  all  the  constitutional  guarantees 
until,  by  statute,  the  Constitution  has  been  extended  over  them, 
or  until  they  have  been  admitted  into  the  Union  as  States.^ 

§  219.  The  Treaty-Making  Power  May  Alienate  Territory  of  the 
United  States  or  of  a  State  or  States. 

In  several  treaties  in  settlement  of  boundary  disputes  areas 
previously  claimed  by  the  United  States  as  its  own  have  been 
surrendered  to  foreign  powers.  These,  however,  can  scarcely  be 
considered  as  instances  of  the  alienation  of  portions  of  its  own 
territory,  for  the  fact  that  the  treaties  were  assented  to  by  the 

United  States  is  in  itself  evidence  that  it  was  conceded  that  the 

^_ \ 

19  182  U.  S.  244;  21  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.   770;  45  L.  ed.  1088. 

20  See  ante.  Chapter  XXX. 
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claim  that  tbe  areas  in  question  belonged  to  the  United  States 
was  unfounded.  There  has  been  no  instance  in  which  territoi;, 
indisputably  belonging  to  the  United  States,  has  been  alienated 
to  another  power.  Whether  or  not  the  power  to  do  so,  should  the 
<>cH*asion  arise,  exists,  has  been  often  discussed,  and,  in  fact,  we 
have  a  number  of  obiter  statements  upon  the  point  Ixam  the 
Supreme  Court 

In  De  Geofroy  v.  Riggs^^  Justice  Field,  in  his  ^iiimeration  of 
tlie  limitations  upon  the  treaty-making  pow^,  includes  its  ina- 
bility to  cede  any  j>ortion  of  a  State  without  its  consent.  In  sup- 
]x)rt  of  this  declaration  reference  is  made  to  the  case  of  Fort 
Tx?avenworth  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowe.*  That  case  decided,  simply, 
that  the  legislative  power  of  Congress  is  exclusive  over  lands 
within  a  State  purchased  with  its  consent  by  the  United  States 
for  a  constitutional  purpose;  and  that  a  Stat^  has  the  constitu- 
tional power  thus  to  cede  portions  of  its  territory  to  the  General 
Government  The  court  in  its  opinion,  however,  goa  on  to  siy 
that  "  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  die  State,  whether  represented 
by  her  legislature,  or  through  a  conrention  specially  called  for 
that  purpose,  is  incompetent  to  cede  her  political  jurisdiction  and 
legislative  authority  over  any  part  of  her  territory  to  a  foreigii 
countrv,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  General  Government." 
As  to  the  truth  of  this  obiter  statement,  there  can,  of  course,  be 
no  question,  for,  as  we  have  already  learned,  tlie  State  cannot, 
constitutionally,  have  any  international  dealings.^ 

But  the  court  go  on  to  say:  ^"  The  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  extends  over  all  the  terri tors'  within  the  States,  and,  there- 
fore,  their  authority  must  be  obtained,  as  well  as  that  of  the  State 
within  which  the  territory  is  situated,  before  any  cession  of  sover- 
eignty or  political  jurisdiction  can  be  made  to  a  foreign  country.'* 

In  support  of  this  statement  the  court  refers  to  the  adjustment 
of  the  northeastern  boundary  dispute  in  1842  with  Great  Britain, 

21  133  U.  S.  258;   10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  205;  33  L.  ed.  642. 

22  114  U.  S.  525;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  905;  29  L.  ed.  264. 

23  Except,  possibly,  as  we  liave  seen    (Chapter  XV^),  with  reference  to  such 
an  unimportant  matter  as  the  administration  of  fishing  upon  boundarj  waters. 
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m  which  the  United  States  before  coming  to  an  agreement  with 
Great  Britain,  obtained  the  co-operation  and  concurrence  of  Maine 
and  Massachusetts*  Maine  appointed  commissioners  hj  her  kgis- 
latare,  and  Massachusetts  by  her  GoTemor  under  authority  of  an 
act  of  her  legislature,  to  act  with  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the 
United  States  in  the  matter* 

This  cooperation  of  the  authorities  of  Maine  and  Massachusetts 
was  at  the  suggestion  of  Webster,  then  Secretary  of  State,  but  it 
does  not  appear  from  his  correspondence  that  he  considered  this 
a  constitutional  necessity,  but  rather  that  it  was  expedient  from 
a  political  standpoint  that  the  opinion  of  these  two  States  should 
be  considered.^  Thus,  writing  privately  to  the  Governor  of 
Maine,  December  21,  1S41,  Webster  says:  "  In  the  present  posi- 
tion of  affairs,  I  suppose  it  will  not  be  prudent  to  stir  in  the 
direction  of  a  ccmipromise  without  the  consent  of  Maine."  ^ 

Besides  the  assertions  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  De  Geafroy  t. 
Kiggs  and  Fort  Leavenworth  R.  R  Co,  v.  Lowe^  we  have  the  ai^n- 
ment  of  Justice  White  in  Downes  v.  Bidwell^^  that  the  United 
States  is  without  the  treaty-right  to  sell  or  trade  away  any  por- 
tion d  territory,  whether  within  a  State  or  a  Territory,  which 
has  been  "  incorporated  ^  into  the  United  States.  "  In  conform- 
ity to  the  principle  which  I  have  admitted,'*  he  says,  **  it  is  im- 
possible for  me  to  say  at  one  and  the  same  time  that  territory  is 
an  integral  part  of  the  United  States  protected  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  yet  the  safeguards,  privileges,  rights,  and  immunities 
which  arise  from  this  situation  are  so  ephemeral  in  their  character 
that  by  a  mere  act  of  sale  they  may  be  destroyed.  And  applying 
this  reasoning  to  the  provisions  of  the  treaty  under  consideration, 
to  me  it  seems  indubitable  that  if  the  treaty  with  Spain  incor- 
porated all  the  territory  ceded  into  the  United  States,  it  resulted 
that  the  millions  of  people  to  whom  that  treaty  related  were,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  American  people  as  exprrased  by  Congress, 

ft  See  Works  of  Wehsfer,  V,  9S;  VT,  272. 

»Van  Tint's  Lett  era  of  Webster^  248;  quoted  in  Moore,  Digest  of  Int.  LaiTy 
V.  174. 

26  Concurred  in  by  Justices  Shiras,  McKenna  trad  Graj. 
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and  without  any  hope  of^  relief ^  indissolublj  made  a?  part  of  our 
commcm  country." 

Later  on  in  his  opinion  Justice  White  is^  however,  forced  to 
say :  "  True,  from  the  exigency  of  a  calamitous  war  or  the  neces- 
sity of  a  settlement  of  boundaries,  it  may  be  that  citizens  of  the 
United  States  may  be  ^patriated  by  the  action  of  the  treaty- 
making  power,  impliedly  or  expressly  ratified  by  Congress.  But 
the  arising  of  these  particular  conditions  cannot  justify  the  gen- 
eral proposition  that  territory  which  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
United  States  may,  as  a  mere  act  of  sale,  be  disposed  of." 

In  fact,  however,  as  we  know.  Justice  White  held  that  territory 
might  be  annexed  by  treaty  without  "  incorporation "  into  the 
United  States,  and  such  unincorporated  territory  concededly 
might  by  treaty  be  sold  or  traded  away.^ 

Opposing  these  judicial  obiter  dicta  are  the  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  Court  in  Lattimer  v.  Poteet^  and  the  opinions  of  such 
commentators  as  Kent,  Story  and  Butler. 

In  Lattimer  v.  Poteet  the  Supreme  Court  upheld  a  treaty  of 
the  United  States  with  an  Indian  tribe  whereby  was  ceded  to  the 
Indians  an  area  claimed  by  a  State  as  its  own.  "  It  is  argued," 
said  the  court  in  its  opinion,  **  that  it  was  not  in  the  power  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Cherokee  Nation,  by  the  Treaty  of 
Tellico  in  ITQ'S,  to  vary  in  any  d^ree  the  treaty  line  of  Holstoa 
so  as  to  affect  private  rights  or  the  rights  of  North  Carolina. 
.  .  .  It  is  a  sound  principle  of  international  law,  and  applies  to 
the  treaty-making  power  of  this  government,  whether  exercised 
with  a  foreign  nation  or  an  Indian  tribe,  that  all  questions  of 
disputed  boundaries  may  be  settled  by  the  parties  to  the  treaty. 
And  to  the  exercise  of  these  high  functions  by  the  government^ 

27  It  will  be  observed  that  Justice  White's  denial  to  the  treaty  power  of  the 
right  to  alienate  incorporated  territory,  save  as  necessitated  by  a  disastrous 
war,  is  not  predicated  upon  the  federal  character  of  the  United  States,  that 
is^  upon  a  doctrine  of  reserved  rights  of  the  States,  but  upon  the  general 
constitutional  character  of  the  Federal  Government  as  one  deriving  its  power 
by  grant  from  its  citizens.  Cf,  American  Law  Register,  February,  1907,  p.  S3, 
note. 

28  14  Pet.  4;    10  L.  ed.  328. 
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within  its  constitutional  power,  neither  the  rights  of  a  State  nor 
those  of  an  individual  can  be  interposed." 

Keirt  in  hie  Commentaries  says :  *^  The  better  opinion  would 
seem  to  be,  that  such  a  power  of  cession  of  the  territory  of  a  State 
without  its  consent  does  reside  exclusively  in  the  treaty-making 
power,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  yet  sound 
discretion  would  forbid  the  exercise  of  it  without  the  consent  of 
the  local  government  who  are  interested,  except  in  cases  of  great 
necessity,  in  which  the  consent  might  be  presumed."  ^ 

"  On  April  14,  1838,  Edward  Everett,  who  was  then  governor 
of  Massachusetts,  confidentially  asked  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Story  concerning  a  resolution  of  the  Massachusetts  legislature, 
which  had  been  presented  to  him  for  his  signature,  in  which  it 
was  declared  that  no  power  delegated  by  the  Constitution  to  thd 
United  States  authorized  the  government  to  cede  to  a  foreign 
nation  any  territory  lying  within  the  limits  of  a  State  of  the 
Union.  Mr.  Everett  called  attention  to  the  faot  that  in  section  1502 
of  Story's  Commentaries  on  the  Constitution,  in  which  certain 
restrictions  on  the  treaty-making  power  were  named,  that  of  ced- 
ing a  part  of  a  State  was  not  mentioned,  but  that  the  remark  was 
added,  *  Whether  there  are  any  other  restrictions  necessarily 
growing  out  of  the  structure  of  the  government  will  remain  to  bo 
considered  whenever  the  exigency  shall  arise.'  Mr.  Everett  fur- 
ther observed  that  the  restriction  in  question,  if  it  existed,  must 
be  one  of  this  character,  bjat  that  the  pending  controversy  did  not 
appear  to  him  to  create  such  an  exigency,  since  it  was  a  question 
not  of  ceding  an  admitted  part  of  the  territory  of  Maine,  but  of 
ascertaining  the  boundary  between  British  and  American  terri- 
tory. Mr.  Justice  Story,  on  the  17th  of  April,  replied  that  ho 
could  not  admit  it  to  be  universally  true  that  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  did  not  authorize  the  government  to  cede  to  a 
foreign  nation  territory  within  the  limits  of  a  State,  since  such 
a  cession  might,  for  example,  be  indispensable  to  purchase  peace, 
or  might  be  of  a  nature  calculated  for  the  safety  of  both  nations 
or  be  an  equivalent  for  a  like  cession  on  the  other  side.      The 


»I,   167,  note  b. 


512  UamrxD  States  Cohbtitutionajl  Law. 

learned  justice  added  that  be  had  aoiz^e  years  previoiiaiy  had  a 
conversation  on  the  subject  with  Chief  Justice  M^rshalL  'He 
was,'  said  Mr.  Justice  Story,  ^  unequi vocally  of  opinion,  that  the 
treaty-making  power  did  extend  to  eaaea  of  cesaian  of  territorv, 
though  be  would  not  luidertake  to  say  that  it  could  ei^end  to  all 
cases;  yet  he  did  not  doubt  it  must  be  eonstrued  to  extead  ta 
some.'  "  ^ 

Mr.  Butler's  views  as  to  the  ccHistitutional  effect  af  the  treaty- 
making  power  have  already  been  quoted  in  this  chapter.  They 
grant  to  the  Federal  Government  full  power  to  alieBate  without 
the  consent  of  a  State,  any  portion  or  all  of  its  territory.  Oa 
page  394  of  his  second  volume,  Mr.  Butler,  after  referring  to  the 
settlement  of  the  northeastern  boun^dary,  says:  '^  If  it  be  said 
only  a  part  of  a  State  was  involved  in  that  ease,  and  that  allhougk 
the  power  might  pos^bly  be  exercised  as  to  a  part  of  a  State  >n 
entire  State  could  not  have  been  ceded  away,  the  answer  can  only 
be  that  if  the  salvation  of  every  other  State  in  the  Union  depended 
upon  the  boundary  line  b^ng  so  fixed  that  an  entire  State  shouFd 
be  included  in  British  possessions,  and  in  default  thereof  the 
Union  might  have  been  plunged  into  a  war  resulting  in  its  de- 
stniction,  undoubtedly  the  ti'eaty-making  power  in  the  Central 
Government  would  have  been  able  to  accomplish  that  result,  and 
it  might  have  been  just  as  necessary  to  exercise  it,  as  at  times  it 
has  been  necessary  to  amputate  a  limb  in  order  to  save  the  life 
itself;  in  such  extreme  cases  (and  it  is  to  be  hoped  they  will  never 
occur)  the  full  extent  of  the  power  would  have  to  be  exercised — • 
regretfully  indeed  but  nevertheless  effectually." 

In  accordance  with  the  principles  already  laid  down,  in  this 
chapter,  the  author  of  this  treatise  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
United  States  has,  through  its  treaty-making  organ,  the  constitu- 
tional })o\ver,  in  cases  of  necessity,  to  alienate  a  portion  of,  or  the 
entire  territory  of  a  State  or  States.  The  same  reasoning:  which 
supports  the  power  of  the  United  States,  as  a  sovereign,  power 
in  international  relations,  to  annex  tenitoriea,  is  sufficient  to  sus- 


30  story,  Life  of  Joseph  Story,  II,  286-280.    Quoted  by  Moore,  International 
Law  Digest f  V,  172. 
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tain  itff  po^fw  to  part  with  then,  ev^en  should  the  area  so  parted 
with  be  a  part  of  one  of  the  States^  or  inelude  one  or  more  of 
them. 

Should  territory  be  aKenated  to  a  fomgn  power,  it  would  seenv 
that  this  would  have  to  be  done  by  treaty.  Should,  howerer,  the 
alienation  be  by  the  way  of  granting^  independence  to  a  partienlar 
terrrtory,  as,  for  example,  Porto  Eico  or  the  Philippine  Islands, 
this  conld  oe  done  by  joint  resolution.  Should  the  people  of  a 
territoTj  revolt  against  the  ITnited  States  control,  establish  a  de 
fadb  government,  and  realize  in  fact  their  independence,  this  inde- 
pendence miglit  be  recognized  hj  a  treaty.  But  in  such  case  the 
treaty  would  recognize  a  fnii  accompli,  rather  than  bring  it  about. 


%  Wk  The  Violatioir  of 

Treaties  entered  into  by  the  ITnited  States  may  be  viewed  in 
two  lights;  (1)  as  constituting  parts  of  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  and  (2)  as  compacts  between  the  Fnited  States  and  foreign 
Powers.  Viewed  in  this  second  light  this  infraction  is  a  matter 
outside  judicial  cognizance,  and  within  the  exclusi^^e  concern  of 
the  political  departments. 

In  Taylor  v.  irorton,'""  approved  by  the  Supreme  Court,^^  Jus- 
tice Curtis  says :  "  Is  it  a  judicial  question,  whether  a  treaty 
with  a  foreign  sovereign  has  been  violated  by  him;  whether  the 
consideration  of  a  particular  stipulation  in  a  treaty  has  been 
voluntarily  withdrawn  by  one  party,  so  that  it  is  no  longer  obliga- 
tory on  the  other;  whether  the  view  and  acts  of  a  foreign  sover- 
eign, manifested  through  his  representative,  has  given  just  occa- 
sion to  the  political  departments  of  our  government  to  witldiold 
the  execution  of  a  promise  contained  in  a  treaty  or  to  the  act  in 
direct  contravention  of  such  promise?  I  apprehend  not.  These 
powers  have  not  been  confided  by  the  people  to  the  judiciary, 
which  has  no  suitable  means  to  exercise  them,  but  to  the  execu- 
tive and  legislative  departments  of  our  government." 

81  2  Curtis,  454. 

32  2  Black,  481;  17  L.  e<L  277. 
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The  rule  thus  laid  down  in  Taylor  v.  Morton  has  been  uni- 
formly followed  in  subsequent  ca:8e8.  In  Head  Money  Cases,^ 
the  court  say:  "A  treaty  is  primarily  a  compact  between  inde- 
pendent nations.  It  depends  for  the  enforcement  of  its  provisions 
on  the  interest  and  the  honor  of  the  governments  which  are  parties 
to  it.  If  these  fail,  its  infraction  becomes  the  subject  of  inter- 
national negotiations  and  reclamations,  so  far  as  the  injured  partj 
chooses  to  seek  redress,  which  may  in  the  end  be  enforced  by 
actual  war.  It  is  obvious  that  with  all  this  the  judicial  courts 
have  nothing  to  do,  and  can  give  no  redress.  But  a  treaty  may 
also  contain  provisions  which  confer  certain  rights  upon  the  citi- 
zens or  subjects  of  one  of  the  nations  residing  in  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  other,  which  partake  of  the  nature  of  municipal  law, 
and  which  are  capable  of  enforcement  as  between  private  parties 
in  the  courts  of  the  country.  An  illustration  of  this  character  is 
found  in  treaties  which  regulate  the  mutual  rights  of  citizens  and 
subjects  of  the  contracting  nations  in  regard  to  rights  of  property 
by  descent  or  inheritance,  when  the  individuals  concerned  are 
aliens." 

Again,  in  Whitney  v.  Kobertson,**  the  opinion  declares:  "A 
treaty  is  primarily  a  contract  between  two  or  more  independent 
nations,  and  is  so  regarded  by  writers  on  .public  law.  For  the 
infraction  of  its  provisions  a  remedy  must  be  sought  by  the  in- 
jured party  through  reclamations  upon  the  other.  When  the 
stipulations  are  not  self -executing,  they  can  only  be  enforced  pur- 
suant to  legislation  to  carry  them  into  effect,  and  such  legislation 
is  as  much  subject  to  modification  and  repeal  by  Congress  as  legis- 
lation upon  any  other  subject.  If  the  treaty  contains  stipulations 
which  are  self-executing,  that  is,  require  no  legislation  to  make 
them  operative,  to  that  extent  they  have  the  force  and  effect  of  a 
legislative  enactment.  Congress  may  modify  such  provisions,  so 
far  as  they  bind  the  United  States,  or  supersede  them  altogether. 
By  the  Constitution  a  treaty  is  placed  on  the  same  footing  and 
made  of  like  obligation  with  an  act  of  legislation.     Both  are  de- 

M112  U.  S.  580;  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  247;  28  L.  ed.  798. 
"124  U.  S.  190;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  456;  31  I^  ed.  386. 
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clared  by  that  instrument  to  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and 
no  superior  efficacy  is  given  to  either  power  over  the  other.  When 
the  two  relate  to  the  same  subject,  the  courts  will  always  endeavor 
to  construe  them  so  as  to  give  eflFect  to  both,  if  that  can  be  done 
without  violating  the  lan^age  of  either ;  but  if  the  two  are  incon* 
sistent,  the  one  last  in  date  will  control  the  other,  provided  always 
the  stipulation  of  the  treaty  on  the  subject  is  self-executing.  If 
the  country  with  which  the  treaty  is  made  i^  dissatisfied  with  the 
action  of  the  legislative  department,  it  may  present  its  complaint 
to  the  executive  head  of  the  government,  and  take  such  other 
measures  as  it  may  deem  essential  for  the  protection  of  its  inter- 
ests. The  courts  can  afford  no  redress.  Whether  the  complaining 
nation  has  just  cause  of  complaint,  or  our  country  was  justified  in 
its  legislation,  are  not  matters  for  judicial  cognizance.'' 

§  221,  Treaties  Remain  Internationally  Binding  upon  the  United 
States  even  when  Congress  has  Refused  the  Legislation 
Necessary  to  put  Them  into  full  Force  and  Effect,  or 
when  it  Has  Abrogated  Them  by  Subsequent  Legisla- 
tion, or  when  the  Supreme  Court  Has  Declared  them 
Unconstitutional. 

It  is  a  principle  of  international  law  that  one  Nation  in  its 
dealings  with  another  Nation  is  not  required  to  know,  and,  there- 
fore, is  not  held  to  be  bound  by,  the  peculiar  constitutional  struc- 
ture of  that  other  Nation.  It  is  required,  indeed,  to  know  what 
is  the  governmental  organ  through  which  treaties  are  to  be  rati- 
fied. But  further  than  this  it  need  not  examine,  for  each  State 
is  conclusively  presumed  to  be  able  to  carry  into  full  force  and 
effect  any  international  engagement  which  it,  through  its  treaty- 
making  power,  may  enter  upon. 

In  Dana's  edition  of  Wheaton*s  International  Law,  it  is  de- 
clared :  "  If  a  treaty  requires  the  payment  of  money,  or  any 
other  special  act,  which  cannot  be  done  without  legislation,  the 
treaty  is  still  binding  on  the  nation;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
nation  to  .pass  the  necessary  laws.  If  that  duty  is  not  performed, 
the,  result  is  a  breach  of  the  treaty  by  the  nation,  just  as  much 


516  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

9B  if  tfao^  bieack  had  been  an  affirmative  act  by  any  otker  depart- 
mcait  of  tiie  Govenmrent.  Each  nation  19  respensible  for  tbe 
right  working  of  the  internal  system^  by  whieh  it  distributes  rt^ 
aov«resgn  fixnctionB ;  and,  as  foreign  natiou»  dealing'  with  it  can- 
not  ha  parmitted  to  interfere  with  or  controL  these,  so  they  are  not 
to  be  affvrted  or  conchided  by  them  to  their  own  injury;'^  * 

Thxa  fnnneiple  the  United  States  has  not  hesitated  npon  oecieicm 
to  aaaavt  Mr.  Blaine,  when  Secretary  of  State,  wrote  to  oiir 
ndnieter  to  Hawaii,  in  1861,  with  reference  to  a  treaty  which  that 
oomitry  had  conclnded  with  the  United  States,  as  follows :  **  I 
am  not  sw^are  whether  or  not  a  treaty,  according  to  the  HawaiiaB 
comtiliUion  i»,  as  with  ns,  a  giipreme  law  of  the  land,  upon  tiie 
constmction  of  which  —  the  proper  case  occmring  —  every  citi- 
zen would  hare  the  right  to  the  judgment  of  the  courts  Bttt,  e^m 
if  it  be  so,  and  if  the  judicial  department  is  entirely  independent 
of  the  executive  authority  of  tiie  Hawaiian  government,,  then  the 
deexaion  of  the  court  would  be  the  authorized  interpretation  of 
the  HasRaimn  government,  and.  however  binding*  upon,  that  gov- 
ernment would  be  none  the  less  a  violation  of  the  treaty.  In  the 
evenly  thenefore,  tiiat  a  judicial  conatructiou  of  the  tnstty  should 
annul  the  privileges  stipulated,  and  be  carried  into  practical  execu- 
tion,. tluB  govemment  would  have  no  alternative  and  would  be 
compelled:  to  consider  sudi  action  aa  the  violation  by  the  Hawaiian 
gofvemmant  of  the  express  terms  and  conditions  of  the  treaty,  and, 
witii.  whate\'er  regret,  would  be  forced  to  consider  what  course  in 
refiffrence  to  its  own  interests  had  become  necessary  upon  the 
manifefitation  of  such  unfriendly  feeling,'^ 

And  in  1835  with  reference  to  the  refusal  of  the  Rrench  Cham- 
ber of  Ifei)Uties  to  make  an  appropriation  called  for  by  a  treaty 
concluded  between  Franco  and  this  country,  Mr.  Wheaton  wrote: 
*'  STd-the*  government  [France  nor  the  United  States]  has  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  auxiliary  legislative  measures  necessary,  on 
the  part  of  the  other  State,  to  give  effect  ta  the  treaty.     The 

nation,  is  responsible  to  the  govemment  of  the  other  nadon  for 

• —  ■  '  * 

w  Dana's  )Mieaton,  §  543,  not^  250,  citing  1  Kent,  165-6;  Heffter,  §  M; 
l^rtM;  mi.  lY,  c.  2,  I  14;   Halleck,  854. 
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its  non-execution,  whether  the  failure  to  fulfil  it  procoedfi  from 
the  omission  of  one  or  other  of  the  departments  of  its  govennnent 
to  perform  its  duty  in  respect  to  it.  The  omission  •here  »  on  the 
part  of  the  legislature ;  but  it  might  harv^e  been  on  the  "part  of  Hn 
judicial  department —  the  court  of  cassation  might  have  refused 
to  render  some  judgment  necessary  to  give  cfflFect  to  the  treaty. 
The  King  cannot  compel  the  Chambers,  neither  can  he  compel  ibe 
courts;  but  the  nation  is  none  the  less  responsible  for  the  breach 
of  faith  thus  arising  out  of  the  discordant  action  of  fee  intemdl 
machinery  of  its  eonstitution,''^ 


§  2S2.  The  idate  at  Wliidi  Treaties  Go  into  Bffaot 

In  Haver  v.  Yaker^  Justice  Davk  speakii^  with  velenmse  t9 
the  date  at  which  a  treaty  goes  into  e^ect,  says:  ^  It  is  undoub^ 
edly  true  as  a  principle  of  international  law,  that,  as  r 
the  rights  of  either  government  under  it,  a  treaty  is  considered 
concluded  and  binding  from  the  date  of  its  ^ignaturo.  In  this 
gard  the  exchange  of  ratifieationB  has  a  retroactive  eSeot,  confirm- 
ing the  treaty  from  its  date.  (Wheat,  Int.  Law,  by  Dana,  ^33€.) 
But  a  different  rule  prevails  where  the  treaty  operates  on  indi- 
vidual rights.  The  principle  of  Telation  does  not  apply  to  ii^ti 
of  this  character,  which  were  vested  before  the  treatv  was  {ratified. 
In  so  far  08  it  aiectB  them,  it  k  not  conBide«d  as  conchufad  ™til 
there  is  an  exchange  of  ratifications,  and  tiiis  we  imderstand  to 
have  been  decided  by  this  court,  in  Arredondo'a  case,  neporisd 
in  6  Peters.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  apparent  In  this  conntTy, 
a  treaty  is  something  more  than  a  contract,  for  the  federal  Oobi- 
stitution  declares  it  to  he  the  law  of  the  land.  If  so,  hi^ore  it 
can  become  a  law,  the  Senate,  in  whom  xeats  the  au^iity  la 
ratify  it,  must  agree  to  it.  But  the  Senate  are  not  Tequired  to 
adopt  or  reject  it  as  a  whole,  but  may  modify  or  amend  it,  as  was 
done  with  the  Treaty  under  consideration.     As  the  individual 

3«Mr.  Wheaton,  Minister  at  Copenhagen,  to  Mr.  Butler,  Attorney-General, 
January  20,  1835,  adopted  in  Lawrence's  Wheaton  (1863),  459;  and  quoted 
also  with  approval  in  Meier,  Ahachluss  von  Staatsverirdgen,  Leipzig,  1,  1874, 
p.  168.    See  Moore's  Digest  of  Int,  Law,  V,  231. 

87  9  Wall.  32;  19  L.  ed.  671. 


518  United  States  Constitutional  Law. 

citizen,  on  whose  rights  of  property  it  operates,  has  no  means  of 
knowing  anything  of  it  while  before  the  Senate,  it  would  be 
wrong  in  principle  to  hold  him  bound  by  it,  as  the  law  of  the  land, 
until  it  was  ratified  and  proclaimed.  And  to  construe  the  law, 
60  as  to  make  thd  ratification  of  the  treaty  relate  back  to  its  sign- 
ing, thereby  divesting  a  title  already  vested,  would  be  manifestly 
unjust,  and  cannot  be  sanctioned." 

§  223.  The  Denunciation  of  Treaties. 

Though  the  Senate  participates  in  the  ratification  of  treaties, 
the  President  has  the  authority,  without  asking  for  senatorial 
advice  and  consent,  to  denounce  an  existing  treaty  and  to  declare 
it  no  longer  binding  upon  the  United  States.  In  important  cas«, 
however,  he  would  undoubtedly  seek  senatorial  approval  before 
taking  action.  But  whether  or  not  this  approval  be  sought,  the 
courts  hold  themselves  bound  by  the  denunciation,  the  existence 
or  non-existence  of  a  treaty  being  a  political  question  the  decision 
upon  which  by  the  political  departments  of  the  government  is 
binding  upon  the  judicial  departments.'® 

§  224.  The  Construction  of  Treaties. 

As  to  public  rights  the  courts  hold  themselves  bound  by  the 
construction  given  to  treaties  by  the  political  departments.  As 
to  private  rights,  however,  arising  under  treaties  in  force,  and 
even  as  to  public  rights  when  these  are  inseparable  from  private 
rights,  the  courts  exercise  independent  judgment  as  to  the  mean- 
ing to  be  given  to  treaty  provisions.^ 

w  See  Chapter  LI,  and  especially  the  case  of  Terlinden  v.  Ames,  184  U.  S. 
270;  22  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  484;  46  L.  ed.  634. 
»See  Chapter  LL 


CHAPTER  XXXVI. 

THE  AMENDMENT  OP  THE  FEDERAL  CONSTITUTION. 

§  225.  The  Amending  Clause. 

The  amendment  of  the  federal  Constitution,  while  politically 
a  subject  of  great  importance,  has  given  rise  to  few  l^al  adjudi- 
cations. 

Article  V  of  the  Constitution  provides :  "  The  Congress,  when- 
ever two-thirds  of  both  Houses  shall  deem  it  necessary,  shall  pro- 
pose amendments  to  this  Constitution,  or,  on  the  application  of 
the  legislatures  of  two-thirds  of  the  several  States,  shall  call  a 
convention  for  proposing  amendments,  which,  in  either  case,  shall 
be  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  parts  of  this  Constitution, 
when  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  threerfourths  of  the  several 
States,  or  by  conventions  in  three-fourths  thereof,  as  the  one  or 
the  other  mode  of  ratification  may  be  proposed  by  the  Congress; 
Provided  that  no  amendment  which  may  be  made  prior  to  the 
year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  eight  shall  in  any  manner 
affect  the  first  and  fourth  clauses  in  the  ninth  section  of  the  first 
article  ;^  and  that  no  State,  without  its  consent,  shall  be  deprived 
of  its  equal  suffrage  in  the  Senate." 

It  will  be  seen  that  two  methods  for  proposing,  as  well  as 
two  methods  for  ratifying  proposed  amendments  are  provided. 
In  practice,  however,  the  fifteen  amendments  which  have  been 
added  to  the  Constitution  as  originally  adopted  have  all  been 
proposed  by  Congress  and  that  body  has  in  each  instance  provided 

for  ratification  by  the  state  legislatures. 



lArt.  I,  Sec.  9,  CL  1:  "  Tlie  migration  or  importation  of  soich  persons 
as  any  of  the  States  now  existing  shaU  think  proper  to  admit,  shaU  not  be 
prohibited  by  the  Congress  prior  to  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
eight,  but  a  tax  or  duty  may  be  imposed  on  such  importation  not  exceeding 
ten  doUars  for  each  person." 

Art.  I,  Sec.  9,  CI.  4:  "No  capitation,  or  other  direct  tax  shaU  be  laid, 
unless  in  proportion  to  the  census  or  enumeration  hereinbefore  directed  to 
be  taken." 

[519] 
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When  proposing  amendments  it  has  been  held  that  only  two- 
thirds  of  those  present  in  the  House  of  Congress  and  not  two- 
thirds  of  their  entire  membership  is  suflGlcient.^ 

The  requirement  of  a  two-thirds  vote  applies  only  as  to  the 
vote  on  the  final  passage  of  the  proposal.  Proposed  amend- 
ments, it  has  therefore  been  held,  may  be  amended  Tjy  a  majority 
vote,  but  two^hirds  are  required  when  oiie  HoiifleiB  vatnig  ^zudly 
to  concur  as  to  pxopoBalfi  of  the  other  Houfie.^ 

§  226.  Presidential  Approval  not  Required. 

The  President's  approval  of  a  jxroposed  amendment  is  not  re- 
quired. In  Hollingsworth  v.  Virginia*  the  court  without  argu- 
ment gay:  "  The  negative  of  the  President  applies  only  to  the 
ordinary  cases  of  legislation ;  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  lJie_pro_pd- 
sition  or  adoption  of  amendments  to  the  constitution*" 

In  18G5  a  proposed  -amendment  liaving  been  inadvertently  sent 
to  the  President  for  his  approval,  the  Senate  adoj>ted  the  ioUow- 
ing  resolution : 


2The  question  baving  been  xaiaed  Vy  A  nmrnhar,  £pBAker  Bead  of  -the  Soa« 
fiaid: 

"  Tlie  question  is  one  tliat  has  been  so  oRen  decided  that  it  seems  hardly 
riecessary  to  dwell  upon  it.  The  provision  of  the  ConstHutiun  says  'Hwch 
thirds  of  tlie  House."  WiMKt  oMMtitatee  si  fi«u«et  A  qiMcam  of  -the  JoaMmAef- 
ahip,  a  majority,  one-haif  >aAd  more.  Tbat  is  jdl  that  is  aneeesaary  Jbo  tqo- 
stitute  a  House  to  do  all  the  business  that  comes  before  the  House.  Among 
the  business  that  comes  before  the  House  is  the  reconsideration  of  a  bill  that 
has  been  ^wtoed  by  the  PreBident ;  Another  n  a  proposed  rnnendiBBRt  to  the 
Constitution ;  and  the  practice  is  uniform  in  both  oases  that  if  a  quttruDi  of 
the  House  is  present  the  House  is  constituted  and  two-thirds  of  those  voting 
are  suflicient  in  order  to  accomplish  the  object.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  question  of  what  States  are  present  and  Tepresented,  «T,4vikat  States  «re 
present  and  vote  for  it.  It  is  the  House  of  Hepresentatives  in  this  instanee 
that  votes  and  performs  its  part  of  the  function.  If  tlie  Senate  does  the  same 
thing,  then  the  matter  is  submitted  to  the  States  directly,  and  they  pass 
upon  it. 

The  first  Congress,  I  think,  bad  about  sixty-five  members,  And  the  first 
amendment  that  was  proposed  to  the  Constitution  was  voted  ior  by  thirty- 
seven  members,  obviously  not  two-thirds  of  the  entire  House.  (First  session 
First  Congress,  Journal,  p.  121,  Gales  and  Soaton-ed.)  So  the  xjuestion  seems 
to  have  been  met  right  on  the  very  threshold  of  our  Government  and  disposed 
of  in  that  way." 

«  Hinds,  Precedents  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  V,  §|   7029-7039. 

4  3  Dall.  378;  1  L.  ed.  644. 
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^^  Sesolved,  That  the  article  of  amendnaent  propoeed  by  Con* 
gresB  to  be  added  to  the  Constitution  ci  the  United  States  Tespeet- 
ing  the  extinction  of  Blavery  therein  having  been  inadvertently 
presented  to  the  Prudent  for  his  approval,  it  is  kereby  declared 
that  sueh  approval  was  unneoessary  to  give  efieet  to  the  action  of 
Congress  in  proposing  said  amendment,  inconsistent  with  former 
practice  in  reference  to  all  amendments  to  the  Constitution  here- 
tofore adopted,  and  being  inadvertently  done,  should  not  con- 
stitute a  precedent  for  the  future;  and  the  Secretary  is  hereby 
instructed  not  to  connnunieate  the  notice  of  the  approval  of  said 
proposed  amendment  by  the  President  to  the  JSonse  of  £epre- 
sentatives.''^ 

§  227.  Scope  of  the  Amending  Clause. 

In  scope  the  amending  po^^er  is  now  limited  as  to  hut  <me  sub- 
ject, namely,  the  equal  representation  of  the  States  in  the  Senate." 
It  has  by  some  been  aigued  that  even  this  limitation  may  be 
evaded  by  adopting  a  constitutional  amendment  eliminating  this 
limitation  upon  the  amending  power,  and  thus  opening  the  way 
to  subsequent  amendments  providing  for  an  unequal  senatorial 
representation  of  the  States.^ 

It  would  «eem  that  a  state  legislat4ire  having  vejeeted  an 
amendment  proposed  by  Congress,  may  later  reoonsider  its  action 
and  give  its  approval.®  In  1865  the  legislature  of  Kentucky 
having  rejected  a  proposed  amendment  the  governor  of  the  State, 
in  a  recommendation  to  the  legislature,  said:  "  When  ratified  by 
the  legislatures  of  the  several  States  the  question  will  be  finally 
withdrawn,  and  not  before.  Until  ratified  it  will  remain  an 
opai  question  for  the  ratification  of  the  legislatures  of  the  several 

BFor  simikir  decisions  rn  ihe  Honire  ot  Il<'|jTe9CTitatiTf»,  see  Hintis,  Prrre- 
dents  of  the  Souse  of  Repr€9entative§,  V,  I  7046. 

<It  lias  at  times  been  alleged  that  no  amendments  in  violation  of  the 
"spirit"  of  tlie  Constitution  or  providing  for  a  change  in  the  essential  nature 
of  the  Anrieriean  State  would  be  valid.  The  argument  in  Bupport  of  this  view 
rests,  however,  upon  a  conception  of  tke  Constitiition  as  a  contiBet  between 
the  States. 

f  Cf.  von  Hoist,  Constitutional  Law,  p.  ZI4  note. 

8  Jameson,  Constitutional  ConventionSj  §  576. 
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States.  When  ratified  by  the  legislature  of  a  State,  it  will  be 
final  as  to  such  State;  and,  when  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of 
three-fourths  of  the  several  States,  will  be  final  as  to  all.  Noth- 
ing but  ratification  forecloses  the  right  of  action.  When  ratified, 
all  power  is  expended.  Until  ratified,  the  right  to  ratify 
remains." 

In  the  foregoing  quotation  it  is  said  that  a  state  legislature 
having  once  ratified  its  action  is  final.  Until  three-fourths 
of  the  States  have  ratified,  any  State  may  withdraw  a  rejection 
previously  given.  This  in  fact  was  done  by  several  States  with 
reference  to  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  the  ratifications  thus 
given  accepted  as  valid.  That  a  ratification  onq^  given  may  not 
be  withdrawn  would  also  seem  to  be  settled  by  the  action  taken 
by  the  federal  authorities  in  counting  among  those  ratifying  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  certain  States  which,  having  ratified, 
later  attempted  to  reverse  this  action.® 

The  submission  in  1866  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the 
legislatures  of  the  States  at  a  time  when  a  number  of  the 
Southern  States  had  not  yet  been  "  reconstructed  "  and  admitted 
to  the  full  enjoyment  of  privileges  belonging  to  member  States 
of  the  Union,  gave  rise  to  the  question  whether  the  legislatures  of 
the  reconstruction  governments  in  those  States  were  constitu- 
tionally qualified  to  act  in  the  premises.  Seward,  Secretary  of 
State,  seemed  at  first  doubtful  of  this.  In  his  proclamation  of 
July  20,  1868,  announcing  the  adoption  of  the  Amendment,  after 
saying  that  in  six  States  ratification  had  been  had  "by  newlj 
constituted  and  established  bodies  avowing  themselves  to  be  and 
acting  as  the  legislatures  respectively  "  of  those  States,  and  after 
calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  Ohio  and  Ifew  Jersey  had  with- 
drawn their  ratifications,  he  said,  hypothetically :  "  If  the  reso- 
lutions of  the  legislatures  of  Ohio  and  New  Jersey  ratifying  the 
aforesaid  Amendment  are  to  be  deemed  as  remaining  in  full 
force  and  effect,  notwithstanding  the  subsequent  resolutions  of 
those  States  which  purport  to  withdraw  the  consent  of  those 
States  from  such  ratification,  then  the  aforesaid  Amendment  has 

©Jameson,  §§  577-584. 


Amendment  of  the   Federal  Constitution.  523 

been  ratified  in  the  manner  heretofore  mentioned,  and  so  had 
become  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  part  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States." 

Later,  however,  in  a. second  proclamation  Seward  declared  in 
a  positive  maimer  the  Amendment  to  have  been  adopted. 

The  requirement  of  ratification  bj  the  States  lately  in  rebellion 
of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  as  a  condition  precedent  to  their 
readmission  to  full  constitutional  rights  as  member  States  of  the 
Union,  was  a  requirement  the  imposition  of  which  by  Congress  it 
is  diflScuJt  constitutionally  to  justify.  But,  a  State  having 
yielded  and  ratified,  the  Supreme  Court  expressed  the  view  in 
White  V.  Hart*^  that  a  claim  could  not  be  made  that  the  ratifica- 
tion was  void  because  given  under  coercion." 

^ — ^ 

10  13  Wall.  646;  20  L.  ed.  085. 

n  The  court  say :  "  The  third  of  these  propositions  is  clearly  unsound,  and 
requires  only  a  few  remarks.  Congress  authorized  the  State  to  form  a  new 
constitution  and  she  elected  to  proceed  within  the  scope  of  the  authority 
conferied.  The  result  was  submitted  to  Congress  as  a  voluntary  and  valid 
offering,  and  was  so  received  and  so  recognized  in  the  subsequent  action  of 
that  body.  Upon  the  same  grounds  she  might  deny  the  validity  of  her  ratifi- 
cation of  the  constitutional  amendments.  The  action  of  Congress  upon  the 
subject  cannot  be  inquired  into.  The  case  is  clearly  one  in  which  the  judicial 
is  bound  to  follow  the  action  of  the  political  department  of  the  government 
and  is  concluded  by  it." 


CHAPTER  xxxvn. 

CONGliESS  —  ITS  OBGANIZATIOX:  PRIVILEGES  OF  MK^TBERfi. 

§  228.  Tlie  Name. 

The  first  section  of  Article  I  «f  the  Ocmstitiition  provides  that 
^*  all  legislative  powers  berern  granted  shall  be  Tested  in  a  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  which  «ball  consifit  of  a  Senate  and 
Hoiiso  of  Representatives/'  Following  sections  of  this  article 
provide  for  the  composition  and  organi2»,tion  of  these  tiro 
branches  of  the  national  legislature  and  enumerate  the  powers 
which  they  may  collectively  or  eeverally  exercise.  In  the  present 
chapter  we  shall  be  concerned  with  the  eonstitntional  provisions 
for  the  organization  of  Congress. 

The  term  **  Congress ''  is  an  old  one,  its  international  use  as 
the  title  of  formal  meetings  of  heads  of  sovereign  States  or  their 
representatives,  dates  from  the  seventeenth  centurjj  In  America 
the  word  had  been  used  of  such  joint  conferences  as  the  oc^onies 
had  convened.  When  the  articles  of  consideration  were  drawn 
up,  the  term  was  applied  to  the  confederate  administrative  and 
law-making  body,  and,  as  was  but  natural,  the  same  name  was 
given  to  the  legislature  provided  for  in  the  CoMstitntion  which 
replaced  the  Articles. 

§  229.  Qualifications  for  Senators  and  Representatives. 

It  is  required  by  the  Constitution  that  Representatives  shall 
have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  have  been  seven  years 
citizens  of  the  United  States,^  and  be,  when  elected,  inhabitants 
of  the  State  in  which  they  are  chosen.^  Senators  are  required 
to  be  thirty  or  more  years  of  age,  to  have  been  nine  years  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  be,  when  elected,  inhabitants  of  the 
State  for  which  thev  are  chosen.* 


icy.  Reiiiseh,  Amcricaft  Lcjfislntiires,  Chapter  I. 

2  This  requirement  was  satisfied  in  the  first  congress  by  assuming  that  the 
citizenship  demanded  could  be  dated  from  the  time  of  the  Articles  of  Con* 
federation,  if  not  indeed,  from  the  Declaration  of  Independence, 

3  Art.  I,  Sec.  II,  €1.  2. 
*  Art.  I,  Sec.  II,  CI.  3. 
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It  i»  furtfiermoFe  provided  by  the  Canstitirtion  tbat  '^no  per- 
son holdiiig<  any  office  nnder  the  United  States  shall  be  a  m^nber 
of  eitlier  kouee'  dnrrng^  hi*  continuance  m  office."  * 

Furthermore,  bv  Section  3  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  it  is 
declared  tluit:  "  [Jvo  person  shall  be  a  iSenator  or  Representatire 
in  CoogresS)  or  elector  of  President  and  Vice-President,  or  hold 
any  o£^,  civil  or  military,  under  the  United  States,  or  under 
any  State,  who,  having  .previously  taken  an  oath,  as  a  member  of 
Gongresa^  or  as  an  officer  of  the  United  States,  or  as  a  member 
of  ai^  state  legidatnre,  or  a»  an  executive  or  jndirial  oflfeer  of 
any  State,  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  Aall 
have  engaged  in  insurrection  or  rebellion  against  the  same,  or 
giv^  aid  or  comfort  to  tie  enemies  thereof.  But  Congress  may 
by  a  vote  of  two^thirds  of  each  House  remove  such  disability."^ 

It  will  be  observed  that  habitancy  and  not  mere  residency  in 
a  State  is  required*  Habitancy  implies  greater  permanency'  than 
does  residence.  "A  man^s  residence  is  often  a  legal  conclusion 
front  statements  showing  his  intention.  Habitancy  is  a  physical 
fact  wMct  may  be  proved  by  eye  witnesses.'^ 

The  constitutional  provision  is  that  habitancy  shall  exist  at 
the  time  of  election.  It  is  thus  legally  possible  for  a  member 
of  Congress,  after  election,  to  become  the  inhabitant  ef  another 
State  without  thereby  forfeiting  his  seat. 

§^  230;  QiMlifkatipi  Detemaned  l^  Coi^tess. 

ThoxEgk  essentially  a  judicial  function  the  conclusive  deter- 
mination as  to  whether  the  constitutional  qualifications  for  mem- 
bership have  been  met  ia^  by  the  Constitution,  placed  in  die  hands 
of  each  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress*®  It  thus  happens  that 
though  neither  House  may  formally  impose  qualifications  addi- 

SArt  I,  See.  a,  CL  2. 

6  Congress  has  removed  tfcfs  dkabUity  from  all,  or  pnustieaify  all,  persons 
suffcriag  from  them  beexuse  of  participation  in  tlie  Ctvil  War.  DeTegatps 
frmxttlie  Xarritoziea  who  ace  giren  tbc  rigiit  to  sit  hot  not  to  y&t^  rn  tiie  House 
of  Representatives  have  their  qualifications  and  terms  of  eflSoe  determined  by 
Congress. 

7  Foster,  CommeniaticH,  %  62. 

8  **  Each  House  shaH  be  the  judge  of  the  elections,  returns  and  qualHTcations 
of  its  own  members."    Art.  I,  Sec.  IV,  CI.  1. 
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tioual  to  those  mentioned  in  the  Constitution,  or  waive  those  that 
are  mentioned,  each  may  in  practice  do  either  of  these  things. 
For  example,  in  1900,  the  House  excluded  Brigham  H.  Roberts 
of  Utah  because  of  various  charges  brought  against  him,  none  of 
which,  however,  alleged  a  constitutional  disqualification.  In  this 
case  it  was  strenuously  argued  that,  having  the  necessary  consti- 
tutional disqualifications,  Roberts  should  be  admitted  to  member- 
ship, and  then,  if  the  House  should  so  see  fit,  he  might  be 
expelled  by  a  two-thirds  vote.*  For  the  right  to  expel,  it  is 
admitted,  is  absolute,  and  may  be  exercised  for  any  reason  which 
the  House  thinks  adequate;'*^  The  House,  however,  by  a  large 
majority  voted  to  exclude  Roberts.*'^ 

It  is  plain  that  no  State  may  add  qualifications  to  those 
required  by  the  Constitution  of  members  of  Congress.  Thus  in 
1856,  the  governor  of  a  State  having  refused  to  issue  credentials 
to  the  rival  claimants,  because  they  were  disqualified  under  pro- 
visions of  the  state  constitution  to  membership  in  the  House,  the 
House  seated  the  one  shown  prima  facie  by  official  statement  to 
have  a  majority  of  votes.^*  Similar  action  was  taken  by  the 
Senate  the  same  year. 

The  disqualification  of  a  member  of  Congress,  it  has  been  held, 
does  not  entitle  the  one  receiving  the  next  highest  vote,  to  his 
seat.^ 

Members  who  have  already  taken  the  oath  may,  it  has"  been 
held,  be  unseated  by  a  majority  vote.  That  is  to  say,  disqualifi- 
cation being  shown  the  process  of  expulsion,  which  requires  a 
two-thirds  vote,  is  not  needed.^* 

• "  Each  House  may     .  with  the  concurrence  of  two-ihirds,  expel  a 

member."    Art.  I,  Sec.  V,  CI.  2. 

10 In  Patterson's  case  (Hinds,  §  1276)  it  was  held  that  a  resolution  of  ex- 
pulsion would  not  be  entertained  ^after  the  term  of  the  accused  Senator  had 
expired.  In  Whittemore's  case  it  was  held  that  one  who,  to  escape  expulsion, 
had  resigned,  would,  upon  re-election,  be  refused  his  seat. 

11  For  a  full  statement  of  the  arguments  pro  and  contra  in  this  important 
case  see  House  Rpt.  S5,  56th  Cong.,  Ist  Sess.  See  alao  Hinds,  Precedents  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  Vol.  I. 

12  Hinds,  op.  cit.  §  415;  Story,  Commentaries,  §|  623-629. 
IS  Hinds,  |  424. 

14  Hinds,  §  424. 
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In  contested  election  cases  each  House  may  examine  witnesses, 
compel  testimony  and  the  production  of  papers,  and  punish  wit- 
nesses for  contempt^'  Imprisonment  for  contempt  must,  how- 
ever, cease  with  the  adjournment  of  the  Congress  which  orders 
it,  for  with  the  dissolution  of  that  body  its  authority  necessarily 
ceases.^* 

In  the  case  of  In  Re  Loney'^  it  was  held  that  a  notary  public 
or  other  state  officer  designated  by  Congress  to  take  depositions 
in  cases  of  contested  election  of  members  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives of  the  United  States  performs  this  function  under  the 
authority  of  Congress  and  not  under  that  of  the  State;  and  that 
perjury  alleged  to  have  been  committed  before  such  notary  or 
other  state  official  is  exclusively  cognizable  in  the  federal  courts. 
In  its  opinion  the  court  say:  '*Any  one  of  the  officers  designated 
by  Congress  to  take  the  depositions  of  such  witnesses  (whether 
he  is  appointed  by  the  United  States  ...  or  by  the  State 
.  .  .  )  performs  this  function,  not  under  any  authority  derived 
from  the  State,  but  solely  under  the  authority  conferred  upon 
him  by  Congress,  and  in  a  matter  concerning  the  government  of 
the  United  States.  .  .  .  There  are  cases  (the  most  familiar 
of  which  are  those  of  making  and  uttering  counterfeit  money) 
in  which  the  same  act  may  be  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  State, 
as  well  as  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  may  be  punish- 
able by  the  judiciary  of  either  [citing  cases].  But  the  power 
of  punishing  a  witness  for  testifying  falsely  in  a  judicial  pro- 
ceeding belongs  peculiarly  to  the  government  in  whose  tribunals 
that  proceeding  is  had.  It  is  essential  to  the  impartial  and 
efficient  administration  of  justice  in  the  tribunals  of  the  nation 
that  witnesses  should  be  able  to  testify  freely  before  them  unre- 
strained by  legislation  of  the  State,  or  by  fear  of  punishment  in 
the  state  courts.  ...  A  witness  who  gives  his  testimony, 
pursuant  to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  in 
a  case  .pending  in  a  court  or  other  judicial  tribunal  of  the  United 

iBKilbourn  v.  Thompson,  103  U.  S.  168;  26  L.  ed.  377. 

M  Anderson  v.  Dunn,  6  Wh.  204 ;  5  L.  ed.  242. 

17  134  U.  S.  372;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  384;  33  L.  ed.  P49. 
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Staiesy  whetker  he  tesd^s  in  tlie  presence  of  tkat  Lribtmal^  or 
before  anj  nn^idtnte  or  officer  (^tiier  of  the  j^alion  or  of  die 
State)  desigimted  bj  act  of  Coi^resB  for  the  purpose^  is  accoont- 
ftble  for  the  truth  of  his  testimony  to  the  United  States  onlj;  and 
perjury  eommitted  in  so  teslLfying  is  an  offense  sigainst  the  pnblie 
justice  of  the  United  States,  and  within  the  exclusive  jnrisdic- 
ixon  of  the  eourts  of  the  United  States^  and  cfliinot  therefore  be 
punished  in  the  courts  of  Virginia."  ^^ 

§  aSL  DjscytaKfifgtion  o£  Congsesamcn  to  Bold  Fedaral  Ofike! 

The  second  claAise  of  Section  VI  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitn- 
tion  provides  that:  "  N'o  S«iator  or  Kepresmtative  shall — dar- 
ing the  time  for  which  he  was  elected— be  appointed  to  anj 
civil  offiee  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States^  which  dall 
have  been  created^  or  the  emoluments  whereof  shall  have  been 
iijcreased,  during  such  time,  and  no  person  holding  any  c^ee 
under  the  United  States  shall  be  a  member  of  either  House  dur- 
ing his  continuance  in  office;" 

In  pursuance  of  this  prevision  members  of  Congress  have  had 
their  seats  declared  vacant  for  accepting  commisfiioiis  as  officers 
of  the  volunteer  and  regvilar  army  forees^of  the  United  States. 
Visitors  to  academies,  directors  and  trustees  of  publiQ  feder^  in- 
stitutions appointed  by  law,  are  not  held  ctisqualrfied.  In  a  House 
Beport  on  this  subject,^®  the  committee  say :  "  It  is  not  contended 
that  every  position  held  by  a  member  of  Congress  is  an  office 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  even,  though  the  term 
office  may  usually  be  applied  to  many  of  these  positions.  .  .  . 
In  United  States  v.  Hartwell  (6  WalL  385 ;  18  L.  ed,  830),  it  is 
laid  down  that  *  an  office  is  a  public  station  or  ^nployment  con- 
ferred by  the  appointment  of  government.  The  term  embraces  the 
ideas  of  tenure,  duration,  emolument,  and  duties/  Elsewhere  it 
is  held  that  an  office  is  *  an  employment  on  behsdf  of  the  govern- 
ment, in  any  station  of  public  trust,  nor  merely  trans'ient,  occa- 

.IS  For  historical   accounts  of  the  maimer  in  wTifcTi   contested   elections  in 
Congress  have  'been  considered,  see  Journal  of  Social  Bdfmce,  1870,  pp.  56,.  and 
Political  Science  Qvarterly,  XX,  421. 
19  55th  Cong.  3d  Sess.     Rpt.  No.  2205. 
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sional  or  incidental '  (^  Johns.  E^.  4d2).  A  careful  eonsideca- 
tion  of  aU  tJbe  positioBs  abore  referred  to  will  ahow  tbat  they  are 
merely  traasient,  ^oecasiosAl  or  ineideatal  in  their  nature,  aind 
ussie  of  them  .poseeas  the  dements  <)f  diiratian,  teooure  or  emolu- 
fiaeat.  All  of  theee  Appointees  (wece  hut  instruments  to  procure 
detailed  imfMauiation  for  the  hetter  information  and  guidance  of 
CcoigTees  mid  jice  wholly  lacking  in  the  -eftsential  ^elements  of  an 
office  within  the  meaning  of  the  Canstitation." 

The  House  has  also  held  that  a  contractor  nrnder  the  Federal 
Goremment  is  not  eonstitutioxially  disqualified  as  a  member. 

A  state  office  does  not  disqualify  for  membership.  Thus,  for 
-caampte,  Seawitor  La  Follette  held  the  a&ee  of  GoA^rnor  of  Wis- 
consin until  Jamttry,  19>86,  although  the  Senate,  after  his  dec- 
lion  to  that  body,  met  in  extra  session  the  preceding  March, 
fiettator  La  Follette  did  not,  however,  appear  in  the  Senate  or 
lake  the  oaih  uuntil  Jaujoary  4,  19Gi6. 

MemheM-elect,  it  has  been  held,  may  defer  until  the  meeting 
of  Congress  their  choice  between  their  seats  and  incompatible 
offices  to  which  they  may  have  been  elected  or  appointed.^^ 

The  seat  of  a  member  who  has  accepted  an  incompatible  office 
may  be  declared  vacant  by  a  majority  vote.^^ 

S  232.  Ineligibility  of  Congresamen  to  OfiEces,  the  JSmoLumenjks 
of  Which  Have  Been  increased. 

In  1909  it  having  been  announced  that  President-Elect  Taft 
intended  to  nominate  Senator  Philander  C.  Knox  ^s  Secretary  of 
State,  it  was  pointed  out  that  he  was  constitutionally  ineligible, 
the  salary  of  the  Secretary's  office  having  been  increased  by  a 
law  passed  while  Knox  was  a  Senator.  In  order  to  render  Sena- 
tor Knox  eligible  to  the  Secretaryship  an  act  was  passed  by  Con- 
gress reducing  the  salary  in  question  to  that  which  it  had  been 
before  the  increase  mentioned.     The  strict  constitutionality  of 

this  action  by  Congress  was  questioned  by  many;^ 

■  ■  ■ '  ■■        '■     '       I  .  .1    ■  ■  I  ■  ■  - I  I  ■  .1 

20  Hinds,  §  492. 
2ifiinds,  §.504. 

22  In  a  jninority  report  from  a  House  Committee   (House  Upt.,  No.  2155, 
60th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.)  it  is  said:     "We  do  not  believe  that  a  provision  of  the 

34 
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§  233.  Privileges  of  Members  of  Congress. 

The  first  clause  of  the  sixth  section  of  Article  I  of  the  Con- 
stitution provides :  "  The  Senators  and  Representatives  .  .  . 
shall  in  all  cases,  except  treason,  felony  and  breach  of  the  peace, 
be  privileged  from  arrest  during  their  attendance  at  the  session 
of  their  respective  houses,  and  in  going  to  and  returning  from 
the  same ;  and  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house,  they  shall 
not  be  questioned  in  any  other  place." 

The  exemption  from  arrest  thus  given  is  now  of  little  impor- 
tance as  arrest  of  the  person  is  now  almost  never  authorized  except 
for  crimes  which  fall  within  the  classes  exempt  from  the  privi- 
lege. The  words  **  treason,  felony  and  breach  of  the  peace ''  have 
been  construed  to  mean  all  indictable  crimes.^ 

Having  decided  in  Kilbourn  v.  Thompson^  that  the  investiga- 
tion, in  aid  of  which  Kilbourn's  testimony  had  been  demanded, 
was  in  reference  to  a  matter  concerning  which  Congress  had  not 
the  power  to  legislate,  and  that,  therefore,  the  order  for  Kilboum's 

Constitution  that  is  so  clear  and  emphatic  should  be  sought  to  be  annulled  or 
suspended  in  the  manner  attempted  by  the  passage  of  this  bill.  The  emolu- 
ments of  the  Secretary  of  State  were  increased  by  the  Fifty-ninth  Congress. 
The  occupant  of  that  oflice  has  been  regularly  receiving  these  emoluments. 
We  believe  that  the  mischief  undertaken  to  be  provided  against  by  this  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  clearly  embraces  the  act  of  appointing  one  of  the 
said  United  States  Senators  to  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  It  might 
be  said,  and  truly,  that  this  mischief  is  remote  in  any  event;  however  this 
may  be,  it  contained  sufficient  danger  for  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  to 
provide  against  it.  If  the  Constitution  prohibits  it,  surely  it  can  not  be 
argued  that  if  this  prohibition  can  be  so  easily  overcome  by  the  device  of 
reducing  the  salary  below  what  in  tlie  judgment  of  the  Congress  it  should 
be,  with  the  hope  which  in  this  case  is  almost  a  cei'tainty,  of  the  salary  being 
restored  to  its  present  amoiuit,  that  that  would  not  be  clear  evasion  of  the 
plain  provision  of  the  Constitution.  The  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  will 
be  probably  held  for  eight  years  by  its  next  incumbent,  and  a  designing 
Senator,  which  the  Constitution  seeks  to  provide  against,  coul4  reasonably 
anticipate,  that  although  his  salary  would  be  temporarily  reduced  in  the 
closing  years  of  his  senatorial  term,  at  the  expiration  of  that  term  it  would, 
through  his  influence,  be  restored  to  the  amount  to  which  it  was  placed  by 
the  Congress  of  which  he  was  a  member,  and  thus  he  would  receive  the  higher 
salary  from  at  least  two  to  probably  eight  years.** 

^  23  Williamson  v.  United  States,  207  U.  S.  425;   28  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  163;  52 
L.  ed.  278;  Hinds,  Precedents  of  the  House  of  Representatives^  §  2673. 
»*  103  U.  S.  168;  26  L.  ed.  377. 
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imprisonment  had  been  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  court 
go  on  to  consider  the  personal  liability  of  the  individual  mem- 
bers voting  for  and  participating  in  the  commitment  for  con- 
tempt Having  pointed  out  that  these  individual  members  had 
undoubtedly,  by  their  speeches,  reports  and  notes,  approved  and 
authorized  the  imprisonment  of  Kilboum,  arid  having  quoted  the 
constitutioiial  clause  with  reference  to  the  exemption  of  members 
of  Congress  from  arrest,  and  from  being  qtftstioned  as  to  any 
speech  or  debate,  the  court  ask :  "  Is  what  the  defendants  did 
in  the  matter  in  hand  covered  by  this  provision  ?  Is  a  resolution 
offered  by  a  member,  speech  Dr  debate,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  clause  ?  Does  its  protection  extend  to  the  report  which  they 
made  to  the  House,  of  Kilbourn's  delinquency  ?  To  the  expression 
of  opinion  that  he  was  in  contempt  of  the  authority  of  the  House  ? 
To  their  vote  in  favor  of  the  resolution  under  which  he  was 
imprisoned?  If  these  questions  be  answered  in  the  affirmative, 
they  cannot  be  brought  in  question  for  their  action  in  a  court  of 
justice  or  in  any  other  place.  And  yet  if  a  report,  or  a  resolu- 
tion, or  a  vote,  is  not  speech  or  debate,  of  what  value  is  the  con- 
stitutional protection  ?  We  may  perhaps  find  some  aid  in  ascer- 
taining the  meaning  of  this  provision,  if  we  can  find  out  its 
source,  and  fortunately  in  this  therje  is  no  difficulty.  For  while 
the  framers  of  the  Constitution  did  not  adopt  the  lex  et  con- 
suetudo  of  the  English  Parliament  as  a  whole,  they  did  incor- 
porate such  parts  of  it,  and  with  it  such  privileges  of  Parlia- 
ment, as  they  thought  proper  to  be  applied  to  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress." 

After  reviewing  the  English  case  of  Stockdale  v.  Hansard,  and 
the  early  Massachusetts  case  of  Coffin  v.  Coffin^  'and  the  dictum 
of  Story  in  his  Commeniaries  (§  866)  the  court  say:  "  It  seems 
to  us  that  the  views  expressed  in  the  authorities  we  have  cited 
are  sound  and  are  applicable  to  this  case.  It  would  be  a  narrow 
view  of  the  constitutional  provision  to  limit  it  to  words  spoken 
in  debate.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  as  forcible  in  its  applica- 
tion to  written  reports  presented  in  that  body  by  its  committees, 

25  4  Ham.  1. 
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to  resohitionB  o&ered,  which,  though  in  wnthig,  mmt  he  J^ffo- 
difoed  in  speech,  and  to  the  act  of  voting,  whether  it  is  done 
vocally  or  by  passing  between  the  teUeoa.  In  ahcfft,  to  things 
generally  done  in  a  session  of  the  House  by  one  of  its  members 
in  relation  to  the  business  before  it  It  is  ikot  neoeeary  to  decide 
here  that  there  may  not  be  things  done,  in  the  one  Hmise  or 
the  other,  of  bh  extraordinary  character,  for  which  the  members 
who  take  part  in  the  act  may  be  held  legally  respoBsihle.  If  we 
eonld  suppose  the  members  of  these  bodies  so  far  to  forget  their 
high  functions  and  the  noble  instrument  under  which  they  act 
as  to  imitate  the  Long  Parliament  in  the  execution  of  the  Chief 
Magistrate  of  the  Nation,  or  to  follow  the  example  of  the  French 
Assembly  in  assuming  the  function  of  a  court  for  caipital  |>unisb- 
menty  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  such  an  utter  perversion  of 
their  powers  to  a  criminal  purpose  would  be  screenad  from  puB- 
ishment  l)y  the  constitutional  provision  for  freedom  of  debate. 
In  this,  as  in  other  matters  which  have  been  pressed  on  our 
attention,  we  prefer  to  decide  only  what  is  Jiecessary  to  the  case 
in  hand,  and  we  think  the  plea  set  up  by  those  of  the  defendants 
who  were  membieiB  of  the  House  is  a  good  defense." 

As  regards  the  freedom  of  the  members  of  Congress  from 
prosecution  for  words  ap<^en  in  either  House,  no  comment  is 
needed,  except  to  observe  that  this  privilege  does  not  extend  to 
the  outside  publication  by  a  member  of  libelous  matter  spoken 
in  Congress.^  As  Story  obsen-es :  "  Xo  man  ought  to  have  a 
right  to  defame  otliers  under  color  of  a  performance  of  the  duties 
of  his  office.  And  if  he  does  so  in  the  actual  discharge  of  his 
duties  in  Congress,  that  furnishes  no  reason  why  ie  should  be 
enabled  through  the  medium  of  the  press  to  destroy  the  Jeputa- 
tion  and  invade  the  repose  of  other  citizens."  ^ 

It  may  further  be  observed  that  the  constitutional  immunity 
extends  to  witnesses  appearing  before  committees  of  Congress, 
and,  probably,  to  petitions,  and  other  addresses  to  that  body.^ 

26  King  V.  Oeory,  1  :Ma'ule  &  Sehv.  273. 

^Commentaries,  §  863. 

28  See  Columbia  Law  Rer.  Feb.  If)  10,  the  excellent  paper  of  Mr.  Van  Vechten 
Veedor,  entitUnl  "Absolute  Immunity  in  Defamation:  Legislative  and  Kxec- 
jitive  Proceedings." 


CITAPTEE  XXXVm. 

ELECTION   OF  MEMBERS   OF   CONGRESS.i 

§  St34t  Their  Appertkmment  among  the  State*. 

The^  Constitutioin  provides^  that  the  House  of  Bepiesentativea 
abail  be  composed  of  members  chosen  every  aeeond  year  by  the 
people  of  the  several  StateSy  and  that  they  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  Statea  according  to  their  several  populations,  the 
whole  number  of  persona  in  each  State,  excluding  Indians  not 
taxed,  being  counted.*  The  Fourteenth  Amendment  provides, 
however,  that  "  whai  the  right  to  vote  at  any  election  for  the 
choice  of  eleetors  for  President  and  Vice-President  of  the  United 
Statesy.  representatives  in  Congress,  the  executive  or  judicial 
officers  of  a  Statey  or  the  members  of  the  legislature  thereof,  ia 
denied  to  any  of  the  male  inhabitants  of  such  State,  being  twenty- 
one  years  of  age  and  citizens  of  the  LTnited  States,  or  in  any  way 
abridged  except  for  participation  in  rebellion  or  other  crime,  the 
ba^s  of  representation  therein  shall  be  reduced  in  the  proportion 


>» 


1  The  Henate  and  Htnise  of  Representatives  are  spoken  of  as  two  **  Houses 
ol  Congress)  the  Senate  being  often  temted  the  Upper  House,  and  tk^  Hoiia» 
of  Repr<38entative»,  the  Lower  House,  or,  simply  the  "  House." 

2 The  original  provision  of  the  Constitution  (Art.  8,  Sec.  88,  CI.  3)  was  as 
follows:  ''Representatives  and  direct  taxes  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
several  States  which  may  be  ineloded  within  tbis^  Union,  aocoirding  to  tbeir 
respsfttKe  nnmbsrS)  which  shall  be  determined  by  adding  to  the  whole  number 
of  free  persons  including  those  bound  to  service  for  a  term  of  years,  and 
excluding  Indians  not  taxed,  three-fifths  of  all  other  persons.  ITie  actual 
emmMTatiim  sball  be  made  within  three  years  after  the  first  meeting  of  the 
Congrese  of  the  United  States,  and  within  every  subsequent  tenn  of  ten  years, 
in  such  manner  as  they  shall  by  law  direct.  The  number  of  Representatives 
shall  not  exceed  one  for  every  thirty  thousand,  but  each  State  shall  have  at 
least  one  Representative;  and  until  such  enumeration  shall  be  made,  the  State 
of  Xew  Hampshire  shall  be  entitled  to  choose  three,  M^assachusetts  eight, 
Rliode  Island  and  Providence  Plantations  one,  Connecticut  five,  "New  York  six. 
New  Jersey  four,  Pennsylvania  eight,  Delaware  one,  Maryland  six,  Virginia 
ten,  North  Carolina  five,  South  Carolina  five,  and  Georgia  three." 

By  section  2  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  it  is  provided  that  "Repre- 
sentatives shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  according  to  their 
respective  numbers,  counting  the  whole  number  of  persons  in  each  State, 
excluding  Indians  not  taxed. 

[533] 
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which  the  number  of  such  male  citizens  shall  bear  to  the  whole 
number  of  male  citizens  twenty-one  years  of  age  in  such  State." 

This  amendment  thus  leaves  it  within  the  constitutional  power 
of  the  States  to  place  such  restrictions  as  they  may  choose  upon 
the  exercise  of  the  suffrage  within  their  limits,  but  subject  to  a 
reduction  of  the  number  of  representatives  to  which  they  are 
entitled  in  Congress  to  the  extent  to  which  the  right  to  vote  is 
denied  to  adult  male  inhabitants,  citizens  of  the  United  States. 

The  Fifteenth  Amendment,  adopted  two  years  later,  places  the 
absolute  prohibition  upon  the  States  that  "  the  right  of  citizens 
of  the  United  States  to  vote  shall  not  be  denied  or  abridged  .  .  . 
on  account  of  race,  color  or  previous  condition  of  servitude." 

By  some  it  has  been  argued  that  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  is 
to  be  construed  as  repealing  the  clause  of  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment relating  to  the  reduction  of  the  representation  of  the  States, 
in  that  it  renders  constitutionally  impossible  the  action  which 
it  was  the  object  of  that  clause  to  deter  the  States  from  taking. 
This  argument,  though  it  has  had  the  support  of  eminent  author- 
ity,^ cannot  be  considered  a  sound  one,  for  the  clause  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment  provides  for  a  reduction  not  simply  in 
cases  where  adult  male  inhabitants,  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
are  denied  the  right  to  vote  because  of  race,  color  or  previous 
condition  of  servitude,  but  for  any  cause  whatever,  saving  for 
participation  in  rebellion  or  other  crime. 

As  is  well  known,  most  of  the  Southern  States  have,  by  various 
provisions  adopted  in  their  several  constitutions,  in  large  measure 
eliminated  the  negro  vote.  This  has  led  to  a  certain  amount  of 
agitation  both  in  the  public  press  and  in  Congress  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  reduction  of  representation  clause  of  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment,  but  as  yet  no  decisive  steps  have  been  taken/ 

3  E.  g.  Senator  John  Slierman,  Recollect ionSt  I,  450.  S«e  also  article  by  Mr. 
Emmet  O'Neal  in  North  American  Review,  Vol.  181,  p.  530. 

<  In  the  platiorm  of  the  Republican  party  adqpted  by  the  National  Conven- 
tion in  1904  it  was  declared:  "We  favor  such  congressional  action  as  shall 
determine  whether,  by  special  discriminations,  the  elective  franchise  in  any 
State  has  been  unconstitutionally  limited,  and,  if  such  be  the  case,  we  demand 
tliat  representation  in  Congress  and  in  the  Electoral  College  shall  be  propo^ 
tioually  reduced,  as  directed  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States." 
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In  various  States  of  the  Union  propertj',  educational,  and  other 
qualifications  upon  the  right  to  vote  have  been  established.  These 
limitations  upon  adult  male  suflFrage  have  not,  however,  been  held 
to  warrant  an  application  of  the  reduction  of  representation 
clause  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment.  To  quote  the  words  of 
Cooley:  "To  require  the  payment  of  a  capitation  tax  is  no 
denial  of  suflFrage,  it  is  demanding  only  the  preliminary  perform- 
ance of  public  duty  and  may  be  classed,  as  may  also  presence  at 
the  polls,  with  registration,  or  the  observance  of  any  other  pre- 
liminary to  insure  fairness  and  protect  against  fraud.  Nor  can 
it  be  said  that  to  require  ability  to  read  is  any  denial  of  suffrage. 
To  refuse  to  receive  one's  vote  because  he  was  born  in  some  par- 
ticular country  rather  than  elsewhere,  or  because  of  his  color,  or 
because  of  any  natural  quality  or  peculiarity  which  it  would  be 
impossible  for  him  to  overcome,  is  plainly  a  denial  of  suffrage. 
But  ability  to  read  is  within  the  power  of  any  man,  it  is  not 
diflScult  to  attain  it,  and  it  is  no  hardship  to  require  it.  On  the 
contrary  the  requirement  only  by  indirection  compels  one  to 
appropriate  a  personal  benefit  he  might  otherwise  n^lect.  It 
denies  to  no  man  the  suffrage,  but  the  privil^e  is  freely  tendered 
to  all,  subject  only  to  a  condition  that  is  beneficial  in  its  perform- 
ance and  light  in  its  burden.  If  a  property  qualification,  or  the 
payment  of  taxes  upon  property  when  one  has  none  to  be  taxed, 
is  made  a  condition  to  suffrage,  there  may  be  room  for  more 
question."  * 

§  235.  The  Mode  of  Apportionment. 

In  the  first  Congress  reipresentatives  were  apportioned  among 
the  States  according  to  a  rough  estimate  as  to  their  respective 
populations.  Since  that  time  new  apportionments  have  been 
based  upon  the  figures  of  the  decennial  censuses. 

^Principles  of  Constitutional  Law^  edition  of  1898,  p.  292.  The  state  courts 
have  very  generally  held  that  reasonable  registration  and  other  laws  for  the 
protection  of  the  ballot  against  fraud,  intimidation,  ignorance,  etc.,  are  not 
unconstitutional  under  tlie  state  Constitution  as  adding  to  the  qualifications 
laid  down.    C/.  Cooley,  Const.  lAm,,  7th  ed.,  Ch.  XVIII. 
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The'  first  apportiomneirt  bf  11  passed  hy  Congress^  was^  vetoed  by 
President  Washington  as  unconstitntional  in  that  if  provided 
for*  *  representartive  for  each  thirty  tiwmsand  of  papulation,  the 
minimmn  fixed  by  the  Constitution,  and  also  an  additional  num- 
ber to  the  States  having  the  largest  fractions  left  over  after  the 
division  wa«  made.* 

Until  1842  fractions  of  populations  left  oter  bj  the  dividing 
of  the  population*  of  the  several  States  hj  the  nnmbeT  selected 
for  detennining  the  number  of  represeiitativcs,  went  unnepre- 
sentdd*  Since  that  time,  however,  '^rtiere  these  fractions^  have 
exceeded  a  half  of  the  ratio  nmnber,  an  additionar  representative 
has  been  allowed^ 

§  288*  Cotigressional  Distriets. 

The  division  of  the  States  into  congressional  districtn  for  tiie 
purpose  of  selecting  representatives  is  left  to  the  state  legialatuxesi 
Congress  has,  however,  provided  that  these  districts  ^all  be  ooat 
posed  of  contiguous  territoiy.  It  has  become  an  established  rule 
of  political  practice,  though  not  one  of  constitutional  oUigatio% 
that  a  representative  shall  be  a  resident  of  the  district  in  which 
he  is  elected.  Representatives  are,  however,  occasionally  elected 
by  districts  in  which  they  do  not  reside,  and  in  such  cases  tlxere 
is  no  question  as  to  their  right  to  sit  In  certain  cases,  congress- 
men at  large,  that  is,  from  the  whole  State,  are  elected..  This 
happens  when  a  State  has  not  been  divided  into  districts,  or  where, 
after  a  reapportionment,  an  additional  representative  or  repre- 
sentatives have  been  allotted  a  State  and  that  State  h^  not  re- 

<  "  Construing  the  Constitution  to  authorize  a  proeaM  "tiy  which  the  whole 
nunVber  of  representatives  should  be  ascertained  on  the  whole  population  of 
the  United  States,  and  afterwards  'apportioned  among  the  several  States 
according  to  their  respective  numbers,'  the  Senate  [in  an  amendment  wMeh 
the  House  accepted]  applied  the  number  thirty  thouacMid  as  a  divisor  to  the 
total  population,  and  taking  the  quotient  which  was  one  hundred- and  twentjr* 
us  the  number  of  representatives  given  by  tlie  ratio  whieh  had  been  adopted 
in  the  House  where  the  bill  originated,  they  apportioned  that  nmnibgr  among 
the  several  States  by  that  ratio,  until  as  many  ngpreeniittitlves  as  it  wmrid 
give  were  allotted  to  each.  The  residuary  numbers- wwe  then  distributed  among 
the  States  having  the  highest  fraoUons/'  Marshall,  Life  of  ^Va8himf^onr  V; 
319,    C/.  Poster,  Commentaries  on  the  Constitution,  I,  395. 
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dUtricted  itself  so  as  to  provide  the  necessary  addition^  dia^rietB^ 
In  such  cases,  of  coarse,  only  the  additional  representative*  are 
elected  at  lai'ge. 

§  237.  Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives:  by  Whom 
Elected. 

The  Constitution  provides  that  for  the  election  of  Representa- 
tives to  Congress,  "  the  electors  in  each  State  shall  have  the  quali- 
fications requisite  for  electors  of  the  most  numerous  branch  of  the 
state  legislature.''  This  places  the  determination  of  who  may  ex- 
ercise the  suffrage  wholly  within  the  control  of  the  States,  except 
for  the  restriction  placed  upon  tliem  by  the  Fifteenth  Amendment. 
There  thus  exists  the  rather  curious  fact  that  the  National  Gov- 
ernment though  able  to  control  its  citizenship  by  naturalization 
is  not  able  to  confer  the  suffrage  for  the  elc<^tion  even  of  its  own 
officials;  whereas  the  States  may  confer,  and,  indeed,  in  a  number 
of  instances  have  conferred  this  suffrage  upon  pers*ons  not  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States.^ 

§  238.  The  Right  to  Vote  for  Representatives  not  a  Necessary 
Incident  of  National  Citizenship. 

That  the  suffrage  is  not  a  necessary  incident  of  federal  citizen- 
ship is  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Minor  v.  Happersett,^  a 
case  in  which  it  was  argued  that  a  woman,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  was,  as  such,  entitled  to  a  vote.  In  this  case  the  direct 
question  was  presented  whether  all  citizens  are  necessarily  voters. 
This  the  court  answered  by  declaring  that  the  United  States  has 
no  voters  of  its  own  creation  in  the  States.  After  going  on  to 
show  that  at  the  time  the  Constitution  was  adopted  and  ever 
since,  the  right  of  suffrage  in  the  Stat es*  had  not  been  coextensive 
with  that  of  citizenship,  the  opinion  concludes:     "For  nearly 

T  E.  g.f  upon  aliens  who  have  declared  their  intention  to  become  citizpiis 
but  haT€  not  yet  taken  out  their  final  papers.  Hare  {Americcm  Constiiufionfil 
liOtt.  p.  529)  denies  the  constitutionality  of  this.  He  says:  "  Reading  the 
Constitution  in  the  light  of  the  Fifteenth  Amendment,  the  just  inference 
would  seem  to  be  that  national  citizenship  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  right  of 
suffrage.*'    This  view  is  plainly  incorrect. 

•  21  Wall.  162;  22  L.  cd.  627. 
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ninety  years  the  people  -have  acted  upon  the  idea  that  the  Con- 
stitution, when  it  conferred  citizenship,  did  not  necessarily  con- 
fer the  right  of  suflFrage.  .  .  .  Being  unanimously  of  the 
opinion  that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not  con- 
fer the  right  of  suffrage  upon  anyone,  and  that  the  constitutions 
and  laws  of  several  States  which  commit  that  important  trust  to 
men  alone  are  not  necessarily  void,  we  aflirm  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below." 

It  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  that  the  right  to  vote  either  at 
federal  or  state  elections  is  in  any  case  determined  directly  by 
federal  law.  Even  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  does  not  itself  give 
to  any  one  the  right  In  United  States  v.  Reese®  the  court  say: 
'*  The  Fifteenth  Amendment  does  not  confer  the  right  of  suffrage 
upon  any  one.  It  prevents  the  States,  or  the  United  States,  how- 
ever, from  giving  preference,  in  this  particular,  to  one  citizen 
over  another,  on  account  of  race,  color,  or  previous  condition  of 
servitude.  ...  It  follows  that  the  Amendment  has  invested 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States  with  a  new  constitutional  right 
which  is  within  the  protecting  power  of  Congress.  That  right  is 
exemption  from  discrimination  in  the  exercise  of  the  elective 
franchise  on  account  of  race,  color  or  previous  condition  of 
servitude." 

And  in  United  States  v.  Cruikshank^^  the  court  say :  "  In 
Minor  v.  Happersett  (21  Wall.  162;  22  L.  ed.  627)  we  decided 
that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  has  not  conferred  the 
right  of  suffrage  upon  any  one,  and  that  the  United  States  have 
no  voters  of  their  own  creation  in  the  States.  In  United  States 
V.  Reese  (92  U.  S.  214;  23  L.  ed.  563),  just  decided,  we  held  that 
the  Fifteenth  Amendment  has  invested  the  citizens  of  the  United 
States  with  a  new  constitutional  right,  which  is,  exemption  from 
discrimination  in  the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  on  account 
of  race,  color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitude.  From  this  it 
appears  that  the  right  of  suffrage  is  not  a  necessary  attribute  of 
national  citizenship;  but  that  exemption  from  discrimination  in 

•  92  U    S.  214;  23  L.  ed.  563. 
10  92  U.  S.  542;  23  L.  ed.  588. 
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the  exercise  of  that  right  on  account  of  race,  etc.,  is.  The  right 
to  vote  in  the  States  comes  from  the  States;  but  the  right  of  ex- 
emption from  the  prohibited  discrimination  comes  from  the 
United  States." 

In  a  much  later  case,  Pope  v.  Williams,*^  the  court  again  say : 
"  The  privilege  to  vote  in  any  State  is  not  given  by  the  federal 
Constitution  or  by  any  of  its  Amendments." 

In  Neal  v.  Delaware,^^  a  case  decided  but  a  little  later,  the 
court,  however,  point  out  that  the  effect  of  the  Amendment  by 
abolishing  ipso  facto  all  limitations  in  State  laws  and  constitutions 
founded  upon  race,  color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitude,  may 
in  effect  operate  to  qualify  certain  persons  to  vote  who  otherwise 
would  not  have  the  right  The  opinion  says :  "  Beyond  all  ques- 
tion the  adoption  of  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  ^ad  the  effect,  in 
law,  to  remove  from  the  state  constitution,  or  render  inoperative, 
that  provision  which  restricts  the  right  of  suffrage  to  the  white 
race.  .  .  .  There  is,^  then,  an  excision  or  erasure  of  the  word 
*  white '  in  the  qualification  of  vot\Brs  in  this  State ;  and  the  Con- 
stitution is  now  to  be  construed  as  if  such  word  had  never  been 
there." 

Although,  as  appears  from  the  foregoing,  the  right  of  deter- 
mining the  conditions  upon  which  the  suffrage  is  granted  lies  ex- 
clusively within  the  discretion  of  the  several  States,  subject  only 
to  the  limitation  of  the  Fifteenth  Amendment,  it  may  happen 
that  state  suffrage  laws  may  be  rendered  invalid  because  in  viola- 
tion of  certain  other  general  limitations  laid  upon  the  States^ 
Thus,  for  example,  a  disfranchising  law,  operating  as  to  particular 
individuals  as  a  bill  of  attainder,  or  as  an  ex  post  facto  law,  or  as 
tending  to  destroy  a  republican  form  of  government  in  the  State, 
or  as  favoring  the  citizens  of  certain  .States  above  those  of  other 
States  would  probably  be  held  void. 

In  Pope  V.  Williams^^  the  court  say :  "  It  is  unnecessary  in 
this  case  to  assert  that  under  no  conceivable  state  of  facts  could  a 

state  statute  in  regard  to  voting  be  regarded  as  an  infringement 

■  —      ^— ^^^^■^^—    . 

"  193  U.  S.  621;  24  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  573;  48  L.  ed.  817. 

12  103  U.  S.  370 ;  26  L.  ed.  567. 

u  193  U.  S.  621 ;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  573;  48  L.  ed.  817. 
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upon,  or  a  discrimination  against,  the  individual  rights  of  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  removing*  into  the  State,  and  excluded  from 
voting  therein  by  state  legislation.  The  question  might  arise  if 
an  exclusion  from  the  privilege  of  voting  were  founded  npoir  the 
particular  State  from  which  the  person  came,  excluding  from  that 
l)rivilege,  for  instance,  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  coming- from 
Georgia  and  allowing  it  to  a  citizen  of  the-  United  States  coming 
from  ^ew  York  or  any  other  State.  In  snch  case  an  argument 
might  be  urged  that,  under  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  of  the 
federal  Constitution,  the  citizen  from  Georgia  was,  by  the  state 
statute,  deprived  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Other  ex- 
treme cases  might  be  suggested.'^ 

In  this  case  the  court  held  valid  a  state  law  requiring*  persons 
coming  into  the  State  to  make  a  declaration  of  their  intention  of 
becoming  citizens  and  residents  of  the.Stxite  before  they  could 
claim  the  right  to  be  registered  as  voters.  The  court  say:  "  The 
statute,  so  far  as  it  provides  conditions  precedent  to  the  exerrise 
of  the  elective  franchise  Avithin  the  State,  by  persons  coming 
therein  to  reside  ...  is  neither  an  unlawful  discrimination 
against  any  one  in  the  situation  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  nor  does 
it  deny  to  him  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  nor  is  it  repugnant 
to  any  fundamental  or  inalienable  rights  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  or  a  violation  of  any  implied  guaranties  of  the  fedend 
Constitution." 

• 
§  239.  Though  Determined  by  State  Law,  tfie  Right  to  Vote  for 
Representatives  is  a  Federal  Right. 

A  distinction  is  to  be  made  between  the  right  to  vote  for  a  Rep- 
resentative to  Congress  and  the  conditions  upon  which  that  right 
is  granted.  In  the  preceding  section  it  has  been  shown  that  the 
right  to  vote  is  conditioned  upon  and  determined  by  state 
law.  But  the  right  itself,  as  thus  determined,  is  a  federal  right. 
That  is  to  say,  the  right  springs  from  the  provision  of  the  federal 
Constitution  that  Representatives  shall  be  elected  by  those  who 
have  the  right  in  each  State  to  vote  for  the  members  of  the  most 
numerous  branch  of  the  state  legislature.     The  Constitution  thus 


EI-ECTIo^"  or  Members  of  Congress.  541 

gives  the  right  but  accepts,  as  its  awn,  the  qualifications  which 
the  States  severally  see  fit  to  establish  with  reference  to  the  elec- 
tion of  the  moert  numerous  branch  of  their  several  state  legislatures. 
This  is  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Hx  parte 
Yarhrough^^  in  which  they  say:  "Uut  it  is  not  correct  to  say 
that  the  right  to  vote  for  a  member  of  Congress  does  not  depend 
upon  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The  office,  if  it  be 
properly  called  an  office,  is  created  by  that  Constitution  and  by 
that  alone.  It  also  declares  how  it  shall  be  filled,  namely,  by 
election.  Its  language  is :  *  The  House  of  Representatives  shall 
be  composed  of  members  chosen  every  second  year  by  the  people 
of  the  several  States,  and  the  electors  in  each  State  shall  have  the 
qualifications  requisite  for  the  electors  of  the  most  numerous 
branch  pf  the  state  legislature.'  (Article  I,  Section  2.)  The  States 
in  prescribing  the  qualifications  of  voters  for  the  most  numerous 
branch  of  their  own  legislatures,  do  not  do  this  with  reference  to 
the  election  of  members  of  Congress.  Kor  can  they  prescribe  the 
qualifications  for  those  eo  nomine.  They  define  who  are  to  vote 
for  the  popular  branch  of  their  own  legislature,  and  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  says  the  same  persons  shall  vote  for  mem- 
bers of  Congress  in  that  State.  It  adopts  the  qualification  thus 
furnished  as  the  qualification  of  its  own  electors  for  members  of 
Congress.  It  is  not  true,  therefore,  that  members  of  Congress  owe 
their  right  to  vote  to  the  state  law  in  any  sense  which  makes  the 
-exercise  of  the  right  depend  exclusively  on  the  law  of  the 
State."  ** ^^^^ 

i«  110  U.  S.  «51 ;  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  162 ;  28  L.  ed.  274. 

IS  The  opinion  continues:  "  Couaflel  for  petitioners,  seizing  upon  the  expres- 
sion found  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Minor  v.  Happersett  (21 
Wall.  162;  22  L.  ed.  627)  that  "the  Constitution  of  tho  United  states  does 
not  confer  the  riglit  of  suffrage  upon  any  one,"  without  reference  to  the  con- 
Tioction  in  which  it  is  used,  insists  that  the  voters  in  this  sense  do  not  owe 
^eir  right  to  vote  in  any  sense  to  that  instrument.  But  the  court  was  com- 
l>attiBg  the  argument  that  this  right  was  conferred  on  all  citizens,  and  there- 
fore upon  women  as  well  as  men.  In  opposition  to  that  idea,  it  was  said  the 
Clonetitntien  adopts  as  the  qualification  for  voters  of  wiembers  of  Congress 
'Chat  whieh  prevails  in  the  State  where  the  voting  is  to  ho  done;  therefore, 
«aid  the  opinion,  the  right  is  not  defiiiitoly  conferred  on  any  person  or  class 
of  persons  by  the  Constitution  alone,  because  you  have  to  look  to  the  law  of 
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Jn  Wiley  v.  Sinkler/^  an  action  brought  in  one  of  the  federal 
circuit  courts  against  the  board  of  managers  of  a  general  state 
election  to  recover  damages  in  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars  for  wrongfully  rejecting  the  plaintiiFs  vote  for  a  member 
of  the  House  of  Kepresentatives  of  the  United  States.  The  de- 
fendants demurred  oil  the  grounds  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion because  it  did  not  affirmatively  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
complaint  that  a  federal  question  was  involved,  and  because  the 
verdict  for  an  amount  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction 
would  be  excessive.  Upon  error  to  the  federal  Supreme  Court, 
that  tribunal  held  that  a  federal  right  was  directly  involved  for 

the  State  for  the  description  of  the  class.  But  the  court  did  not  intend  to 
say  that  when  the  class  or  the  person  is  thus  ascertained,  his  right  to  vote 
for  a  member  of  Congress  was  not  fundamentally  based  upon  the  Constitution, 
which  created  the  office  of  member  of  Congress,  and  declared  it  should  be 
elective;  and  pointed  to  the  means  of  ascertaining  who  should  be  electors. 
The  Fifteenth  Amendment  of  the  Constitution,  by  its  limitation  on  the  power 
of  the  States  in  the  exercise  of  their  right  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of 
voters  in  their  own  elections  and  by  its  limitation  of  the  power  of  the  United 
States  over  that  subject,  clearly  shows  that  the  right  of  suffrage  was  con- 
sidered to  be  of  supreme  importance  to  the  National  Government,  and  was 
not  intended  to  be  left  within  the  exclusive  control  of  the  States.  It  is  in 
the  following  language:  Sec.  1.  The  right  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  to 
vote  shall  not  be  denied  or  abridged  by  the  United. States  or  by  any  State,  on 
account  of  race,  color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitude.  Sec.  2.  The  Con- 
gress sliall  have  power  to  enforce  this  article  by  appropriate  legislation. 

"  While  it  is  quite  true,  as  was  said  by  this  court  in  United  States  v.  Reese 
(92  U.  S.  214;  23  L.  ed.  563)  that  this  article  gives  no  affirmative  right  to 
the  colored  men  to  vote,  and  is  designed  primarily  to  pi-event  discrimination 
agiiinst  him  wlionever  the  right  to  vote  may  be  granted  to  others,  it  is  easy 
to  see  that  under  some  circumstances  it  may  operate  as  the  immediate  source 
of  a  right  to  vote.  In  all  cases  where  the  former  slave-holding  States  had 
not  removed  from  their  Constitutions  the  words  *  white  men  '  as  a  qualifica- 
tion for  voting,  this  provision  did,  in  effect,  confer  on  him  the  right  to  vote, 
because,  being  paramount  to  the  state  law,  and  a  part  of  the  state  law,  it 
annulled  the  discriminating  word  *  white,'  and  thus  left  him  in  the  enjoyment 
of  the  same  right  as  white  persons.  And  such  would  be  the  effect  of  any 
further  constitutional  provision  of  a  State  which  should  give  the  right  of 
voting  exclusively  to  white  people,  whether  they  be  men  or  women.  Xeal  v. 
Delaware,  103  U.  S.  370;  26  L.  ed.  567.  In  such  cases  this  Fifteenth  Article 
of  Amendment  does,  propHo  vigore,  substantially  confer  on  the  negro  the  right 
to  vote,  and  Congress  has  the  power  to  protect  and  enforce  that  right," 

"179  U.  S.  58;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  17;  45  L.  ed.  84. 
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"  the  right  to  vote  for  members  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  is  not  derived  merely  from  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  State  in  which  they  are  chosen,  but  has  its  foundation  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States."  "  The  amount  of  damages 
claimed,  the  court  held,  to  be  "  peculiarly  appropriate  for  the  de- 
termination of  a  jury,"  and  that  no  opinion  of  the  court  would 
"  justify  it  in  holding  that  the  amount  in  controversy  was  in- 
sufficient to  support  the  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court."  ^® 

§  240.  Federal  Control  of  Congressional  Elections. 

According  to  the  Constitution,  *'  The  times,  places  and  manner 
of  holding  elections  for  Senators  and  Representatives,  shall  be  pre- 
scribed in  each  State  by  the  legislature  thereof ;  but  the  Congress 
may  at  any  time  by  law  make  or  alter  such  regulations,  except  as 
to  the  places  of  choosing  Senators." 

In  this  clause  sufficient  authority  is  given  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, should  it  so  see  fit,  to  assimie  entire  and  exclusive  control 
of  the  elections  of  Senators  and  Representatives;  to  establish  by 
acts  of  Congress  the  regulations  governing  the,  same,  and  to  apply 
and  enforce  these  regulations  by  federal  officials  and  tribunals. 

The  United  States  government  did  not  exercise  any  of  the 
power  thus  given  it  until  1842  when,  conceiving  that  the  system 
employed  in  some  States  of  electing  all  the  members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  upon  a  general  ticket  (that  is,  one  according 
to  which  each  voter  voted  for  as  many  Representatives  as  there 
were  Representatives  to  be  elected  from  his  State)  gave  an  undue 
power  to  the  political  party  in  the  majority  in  the  State,  Congress 
enacted  a  law  declaring  that  each  member  should  be  elected  by  a 
separate  district  composed  of  contiguous  territory.'®  In  1S66  an 
act  was  passed  regulating  the  election  of  Senators  by  the  state 

"Citing  Ex  parte  Yarbrough,  110  U.  S.  651;  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  152;  28  L.  ed. 
274. 

18  As  to  constitutionality  of  federal  regulation  and  protection,  and  the 
federal  character  of  the  right  to  vote  for  Representatives  to  Congress,  see 
In  re  Coy,  127  U.  S.  731;  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1263;  32  L.  ed.  274;  Mason  v. 
Missouri,  179  U.  S.  328;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  125;  45  L.  ed.  214;  Swafford  ▼. 
Tcmpleton,   185  U.  S.  487;   22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  783;   46  L.  ed.   1005. 

i»  85  Stat,  at  L.  491. 
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legidlatureB.  In  1873  Congre&6  again  aeted,  providijig  by  kw  that 
the  electian  of  ^epreeentativea  in  all  of  the  Stelas  abould  occur 
upon  the  tame  day,  namely,  the  Tuoaday  iftUowing  tlie  fifst  Hoc- 
day  in  November,  187^,  and  on  the  same  day  of  every  aeoimd  year 
ther^af  ter.^  In  like  manjaer  Congress  fised  the  diay  ior  cdeetioD 
of  presidential  elect<»fl. 

By  act  of  1872,  amended  by  that  of  Eebniary  14, 1889,  it  is 
provided  that  ^'  ^11  votes  for  Representatives  in  Congsess  must  be 
by  vsrritten  or  printed  ballot  or  voting  machine,  the  use  of  which 
ha^  been  duly  authorized  by  the  state  law;  aad  all  votes  received 
or  recorded  contrary  to  this  section  shall  be  of  no  effect." 

Other  federal  laws  prohibit  interference  in  elections  by  federal 
troops,  or  army  or  navy  officers  f^  and  by  the  law  of  1870  it  is  pro- 
vided generally  at  all  elections  that  no  persons  shall  be  preve«t^ 
from  voting  because  of  race,  eolor  or  pluvious  condition  of 
servitude.^ 

A  g^aeral  law  enacted  in  1670  (ama^led  in  1671),  ^eotitl^  a 
law  ^*  To  enforce  the  Bights  of  Citizens  of  the  United  States  to 
Vote  in  the  Several  States  of  the  Union,"  while  not  itself  estab- 
lishing  positive  regulations  of  its  own,  provided  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  marshals  and  supervisors  of  elections  to  see  to  it  that  the 
state  laws  governing  elections  of  Kepresentatives  to  Congress  were 
fairly  and  effectively  executed.^ 

This  right  of  oversight  was,  howev^,  resisted  by  aome  of  the 
States  upon  the  ground  that,  though  the  United  States  might 
establish  regulations  of  its  own,  appoint  offiidak  to  ^exeeule  them, 
and  compel  the  officials  of  the  State  as  well  as  private  isitizeas  to 
conform  to  them,  it  had  no  right  or  power  to  control  state  oJKcials 
in  the  execution  of  the  laws  enacted  by  their  own  States,  even 

20  By  act  of  March  3,  1875,  this  provision  was  made  **  not  to  appW  to  ai?y 
State  that  has  not  yet  changed  its  day  of  election  and  whose  Oonstitution 
must  be  amended  in  order  to  effect  a  change  rn  the  day  of  election  of  state 
officers  in  said  State."  The  elections  in  the  States  of  Maine,  Vermont  and 
Oregon  at  present  are  held  under  this  provision. 

2iEev.  Stat,  §§  2003,  5530,  5528. 

22  R«v.  Stat ,  §  2004.  Tliis  law  was  of  course  enacted  under  authority 
given  by  the  Fifteenth  Amendment. 

MThis  law  was  repealed  February  8,  1894. 
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nrhen  those  laws  related  to  the  dection  of  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Legislature. 

This  controversy  reaehed  a  judicial  settlement  in  the  case  of  Ex 
parte  Siebold,**  decided  in  1879.  This  suit  arose  out  of  the  ar- 
rest of  certain  state-appointed  judges  of  elections  who  were 
chained  with  interfering  with  and  resisting  supervisors  and 
deputy  marshals  holding  appointment  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment under  the  act  of  1870.  In  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was 
maintained  that  the  federal  officials  had  been  without  eonstitu- 
tional  authority,  and,  therefore,  that  the  resistance  offered  them 
TVfts  not  a  legal  offense. 

The  argument  is  stated  by  Justice  Field  in  hia  dissenting 
opinion..  He  there  takes  the  position  that  in  granting  to  the  Fed- 
eral Government  the  authority  to  enact  laws  regulating  the  elec- 
tions of  Senators  and  Representatives,  the  intention  of  the  framers 
<xf  the  Constitution  had  been  simply  to  authorize  the  General  Gov- 
ernment to  legislate  in  case  the  state  government  refused  to  take 
any  steps  whatever.  He  said :  "  The  act  was  designed  simply 
ta  give  to  tiiie  General  Government  the  means  of  its  preservation 
against  a  possible  dissolution  from  the  hostility  of  the  States  to 
the^  election  of  Representatives,  or  from  their  n^lect  to  provide 
suitable  means  iox  holding  such  elections."  As  evidence  that  this 
WW  the  intention,  Madison's  remarks  in  the  Constitutional  Con- 
v^tion  -and  Hamilton's  in  The  Federalist  were  cited.  So  long 
a»  the  etate  laws  are  retained  and  administered  by  state  officials, 
they  cannot,  argued  Field,  be  properly  regarded  as  federal  laws, 
and  Congress  cannot  provide  for  their  federal  supervision,  "  The 
act  of  Congress,"  he  said,  '  asserfs  a  power  inconsistent  with  and 
destructive  of  the  independence  of  the  States.  The  right  to  con- 
trol their  own  officers,  to  prescribe  the  duties  they  shall  perform, 
withont  the  supervision  or  interference  of  any  other  authority, 
and  the  penalties  to  which  they  shall  be  subjected  for  a  violation 
<ji  duty  is  essential  to  that  indq)endence."  After  quoting  from 
Kentucky  v.  Dennison,^  Field  continues :    "  If  it  be  incompetent 

« 100  XL  S.  371 ;  25  L.  ed.  717. 
»W  How.  «;  16  L.  ed.  717. 
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for  the  Federal  Government  to  enforce  by  coercive  measures  the 
performance  of  a  plain  duty,  imposed  by  a  law  of  Congress  upon 
the  executive  officer  of  a  State  [the  rendition  of  fugitives  from 
justice]  it  would  seem  to  be  equally  incompetent  for  it  to  enforce 
by  similar  measures  the  performance  of  a  duty  imposed  upon  him 
by  a  law  of  a  State.  If  Congress  cannot  impose  upon  a  state 
officer,  as  such,  the  performance  of  any  duty,  it  would  seem  logic- 
ally to  follow  that  it  cannot  subject  him  to  punishment  for  the 
neglect  of  such  duties  as  the  State  may  impose.  It  cannot  punish 
for  the  non-performance  of  a  duty  which  it  cannot  prescribe. 
.  .  .  Whenever,  therefore,  the  Federal  Government,  instead  of 
acting  through  its  own  officers,  seeks  to  accomplish  its  purposes 
through  the  agency  of  officers  of  the  States,  it  must  accept  the 
agency  with  the  conditions  upon  which  the  officers  are  permitted 
to  act  .  •  .  When,  therefore,  the  Federal  Government  de- 
sires to  compel,  by  coercive  measures  and  punitive  sanctions,  the 
performance  of  any  duties  devolved  upon  it  by  the  Constitution, 
it  must  appoint  its  own  officers  and  agents,  upon  whom  its  power 
can  be  exerted.  .  .  .  W^hatever  Congress  may  properly  do 
touching  the  regulations  [governing  elections]  one  of  two  things 
must  follow:  either  the  altered  or  the  new  regulation  remains  a 
state  law,  or  it  becomes  a  law  of  Congress.  If  it  remains  a  state 
law,  it  must,  like  other  laws  of  the  State,  be  enforced  through  its 
instrumentalities  and  agencies,  and  with  the  penalties  which  it 
may  see  fit  to  prescribe,  and  without  the  supervision  or  interfer- 
ence of  federal  officials.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  becomes  a  law 
of  Congress,  it  must  be  carried  into  execution  by  such  officers  and 
with  such  sanctions  as  Congress  may  designate.  .  .  .  With 
respect  to  the  election  of  Representatives,*'  Field  concludes,  *'  as 
long  as  Congress  does  not  adopt  regulations  of  its  own  and  enforce 
them  through  federal  officers,  but  permits  the  regulations  of  the 
States  to  remain,  it  must  depend  for  a  compliance  with  Tiem  upon 
the  fidelity  of  the  state  offixiers  and  their  responsibility  to  their 
own  government.  All  the  provisions  of  the  law,  therefore,  autho^ 
izing  supervisors  and  marshals  to  interfer'fe  with  those  officers  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duties  and  providing  for  criminal  prosecu* 
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tions  against  them  in  the  federal  '"ourts,  are,  in  my  judgment, 
clearly  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution." 

The  majority  of  the  court,  however,  in  their  opinion  say: 
"  There  is  no  declaration  that  the  regulations  shall  be  made  either 
wholly  by  the  state  legislatures  or  wholly  by  Congress.  If  Con- 
gress does  not  interfere,  of  course  they  may  be  made  wholly  by 
the  State;  but  if  it  chooses  to  interfere,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
words  to  prevent  its  doing  so,  either  wholly  or  partially.  On  the 
contrary,  the  necessary  implication  is  that  it  may  do  either.  It 
may  either  make  the  regulations,  or  it  may  alter  them.  If  it 
only  alters,  leaving,  as  manifest  convenience  requires,  the  general 
organization  of  the  polls  to  the  StAte,  there  results  a  necessary 
coo.peration  of  the  two  governments  in  regulating  the  subject. 
But  no  repugnance  in  the  system  of  regulations  can  arise  thence; 
for  the  power  of  Congress  over  the  subject  is  paramount  It  may 
be  exercised  as  and  when  Congress  sees  fit  to  exercise  it.  When 
exercised,  the  action  of  Congress,  so  far  as  it  extends  and  conflicts 
with  the  regulations  of  the  State,  necessarily  supersedes  them. 
This  is  implied  in  the  power  '  to  make  or  alter.'  " 

As  to  the  supposed  incompatibility  of  independent  sanctions 
and  punishments  imposed  by  the  two  governments,  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  duties  required  of  their  respective  officers  of  election, 
and  for  their  protection  in  the  .performance  of  those  duties,  the 
court  say :  "  While  the  .State  will  retain  the  power  of  enforcing 
such  of  its  own  regulations  as  are  not  superseded  by  those  adopted 
by  Congress,  it  cannot  be  disputed  that  if  Congress  has  power  to 
make  r^ulations  it  must  have  the  power  to  enforce  them,  not  only 
by  punishing  the  delinquency  of  officers  appointed  by  the  United 
States,  but  by  restraining  and  punishing  those  who  attempt  to  in- 
terfere with  them  in  the  performance  of  their  duties ;  and  if,  as 
we  have  shown.  Congress  may  revise  existing  regulations,  and  add 
to  or  alter  the  same  as  far  as  it  deems  expedient,  there  can  be  as 
little  question  that  it  may  impose  additional  penalties  for  the  pre- 
vention of  frauds  committed  by  the  state  officers  in  the  elections, 
or  for  their  violation  of  any  duty  relating  thereto,  whether  arising 
from  the  common  law  or  from  any  other  law,  state  or  national. 
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Wifywf^V  ...  It  i0  objected  thnt  Congrese  has  n«- pvieer  to 
enforce  state  laws  or  punish  state  offi»cr»>  espeeiailj  hs»  Be  power 
to  pnniife  th«m  fcnr  viGla<ting  the  laws  of  t^ir  own  3tat«;  As  a 
g^weral  pfcip<9Bition  this  is,  undoubtedly,  true;  bu^t  when,  in  the 
perferiHanee  of  tlieir  functions,  state  officers  are  cailed  upon  to 
fulfil  d»ti«8'  wfaieh  theT  owe  to  the  United  States  as  well  as  to  the 
Sk»t^^  htm  the  former  na  means  of  compelliiig  sneh  falfilnzent? 
Yet  tJiat  i#  the  case  here.  It  is  the  du^  o£  the  Sitartear  ta  eleet  Bcf^ 
ir?sonti»ti^'es  to  Congress*  The  dnse  and  fair  eleetioii  o£  tiiese 
EepcesentfftiTes  is  of  vital  impoTtBOKe  to  the  United  StsteSi  The 
Gpofwamerot  at  tdne  United  States  ift  no  less  conoesned  in.  ^km  tncmr 
actiQK  than  the  staite  goTernment  ifl«  It  ceartaiidy  is  not  obliged  tx) 
stand  hr  ae  a  ua^ve  speetator,  wfaoB  duties  slbb  violated,  aosd  out- 

fadthftxl  perf orznsnee,  by  the  c^Seers  of  ejections,  oi  ihmx  rea^iee^ 
£ve  duties*.     Theee  dnties  are  ewed  aa.  w^  ta  the  United  State» 
a»  toi  the  StatOL    TMsf  neeeasarily  follows  from  tiie  mixed  nature 
of  the  Inrgnewctifin,  staite  and  nationaL    A  vicdatioiii  of  duty  is  an 
offense  against  the  United  States^  for  uriiidi  the  off^der  is  justly 
amwwftlile  to  tiiat  government.      Xa  (^Seial  position  oul  shelter 
hiinia  froim  this:  reapmisibility. .  In  ^new  o£  the  f aet  thftt  Congress 
hae  piflMzy  and  paramottnt  jurisdiction  over  the  whole  subject, 
it  seeBBS  ajjixest  absurd  to  say  that  an  officer  ^ndia  receives^  or  has 
cnetody  of  tb^  ballots  given  for  Bepresentadves  owea  no  duty  to 
iibm  Katienal  Qevenzment  which  Congress  earn  enforce;,  or  that  an 
officer  who»  stu£s  the  ballot  box:  cannot  be  made  amenable  to  the 
United  States^    If  Confess  has  not,  prior  to  the  ipeBos&ge  of  the 
pzesent  lacws,.  imposed  any  penalties  to  pceveirt  and  .punish  fra^il^ 
and  vioiaitione  of  duty  committed  by  officers  o£  eleetion,  it  has  beai 
becaTBe  tho  exigency  has  not  been  deemed  sufficient  to  require  it^ 
and  noi^.  because  Congress  had  not  the  requisite  powtf  •     The  ob- 
jertiom  thaft  the  laws  aiid  regidatione^  the  vicdstioA  of  which  is 
jnaAer  pnnis^able  by  the  Acts  of  Congress^  aire  stftte  laws  and  ha^e 
ned  been  adtrpted  by  Congress,  is  no  suffiieient  answer  to  the  power 
of  Congress  to  impose  punishment*     It  is  true  thatt  Congress  has 
not  dieemed  it  necessary  to  interfere  with  the  duties  of  the  ordi- 
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nary  offieers  of  election,  fanzt  has  loeeri  •eontent  to  leaTetliein  «3 
preseribed  by  state  iaws.  It  has  only  created  aiLdrtioiial  Msetmas 
for  tbeir  perfonoauee,  and  provided  meaxuB  for  Hrapervimu  ioi 
order  more  effectually  to  secure  such  performance.  The  impow- 
tion  of  punishment  implieB  a  prohibrkion  of  the  «ct  pimished. 
The  state  laws  which  Congress  sees  no  oecasion  to  alter,  bat  whitfti 
it  allows  to  stand,  are  in  effect  adopted  by  Congress.  It  «imj>ly 
demands  their  fulfilment  Content  to  leave  the  laws  us  they  tire, 
it  is  not  cantent  w^ith  the  means  provided  for  their  ^nforoeineiiit. 
It  provides  additional  means  for  that  purpose ;  and  we  think  it  is 
entirely  within  its  constitutional  power  to  do  «o.  It  is  simply  1te 
exercise  trf  the  power  to  make  additional  regulatiOTis.^ 

In  Ex  parte  Clarke^  amd  Ex  parte  Y^arbrough^  the  Aeetriue 
dedared  in  SieTwld's  ease  is  reaffirmed,  the  court  eayi«g  in  the 
latter  case,  "  If  this  govemTnent  \%  anything  m^re  than  a  mere 
i^gr^ation  of  delegated  agents  of  other  States  and  gwremmcnts, 
each  of  which  \%  superior  to  the  General  Government,  it  must  have 
the  power  to  protect  the  elections  from  violence  and  corruptifln." 

In  the  YarbrDugh  case  the  law  of  1870  was  held  to  support  an 
indictment  charging    a   conspiracy    to    intimidate    a    citizen    of 

African  descent  from  voting.^     The  parties  interfered  with  some 

■ 

26  100  U.  S.  399;  2b  L.  ed.  715. 

n  11^  U.  S.  651;  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  152;  28  L.  ed.  274. 

2*  "  Rev.  Stat.,  §  2208.  If  two  or  more  persons  conspire  to  injure,  oppress, 
threaten  or  intimidate  any  citizen  in  tlie  free  exercise  or  enjoyrowrt  of  any 
right  or  prtrilege  lecured  -to  him  by  the  ConstitiitiQii  or  iaws  erf  the  Tinited 
States  or  because  of  his  having  <80  exercised  the  same,  or  if  two  or  juore  per- 
sons go  in  disguise  on  the  highway  or  on  the  premises  of  another,  with  intent 
to  prevent  or  hinder  his  free  exercise  or  enjoyment  of  any  riglrt  or  -privilege 
8o  secured,  they  shaU  be  fined  not  more  than  $54000  jmd  impriflMied  sot 
more  tlian  ten  years;  and  shall,  moreover,  thereafter  be  ineligtt>le  to  any 
office  or  place  of  honor,  profit  or  trust  created  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States." 

**  §  5320.  If  two  or  more  persons  in  any  State  or  Territorj'  conspire  to 
prevent  by  force,  intimidation  or  threat,  any  citizen  who  is  lawfully  ontikLlfid 
to  vote,  from  giving  his  support  or  advocacy,  in  a  legal  manner,  toward  or 
in  favor  of  the  election  of  any  lawfully  qualified  person  as  an  elector  for 
President  or  ViccnPresident,  or  as  a  member  of  the  Congress  of  the  Untied 
States;  or  to  injure  any  citizen  In  person  or  property  on  account  of  siioh 
advocacy;  each  of  such  persons  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  Isas  than 
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others  not  officers  of  the  United  States,  as  in  the  Siebold  case, 
but  this  difference,  the  court  held,  had  no  bearing  upon  the  consti- 
tutional power  of  the  Federal  Government  to  punish  those  in- 
terfering. 

*^  The  power  in  either  case  arises  out  of  the  circumstances 
that  the  function  in  which  the  party  is  engaged  or  the  right 
which  he  is  about  to  exercise  is  dependent  on  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  In  both  cases  it  is  the  duty  of  that  government  to 
see  that  he  may  exercise  this  right  freely  and  to  protect  him  from 
violence  while  so  doing  ©r  on  account  of  so  doing.  This  duty 
does  not  arise  solely  from  the  interest  of  the  party  concerned,  but 
from  the  necessity  of  the  government  itself,  that  its  service  shall 
be  free  from  the  adverse  influence  of  force  and  fraud  practised  on 
its  agents,  and  that  the  votes  by  which  its  members  of  Congress 
and  its  President  are  elected  shall  be  the  free  votes  of  the  electors, 
and  the  officers  thus  chosen  the  free  and  uncorrupted  choice  of 
those  who  have  the  right  to  take  part  in  that  choice." 

§  241.  Enforcement  Clause  of  the  Fifteenth  Amendment. 

By  the  second  section  of  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  Congress  is 
given  power  to  enact  laws  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
prohibition  expressed  in  the  first  section. 

The  federal  authority  thus  granted,  it  is  to  be  observed,  has 
reference  to  all  elections  whether  state  or  federal.  In  this  respect 
it  is  thus  much  broader  than  that  given  in  Section  IV  of  Article  I. 
In  other  respects,  however,  the  power  granted  is  much  narrower, 
for  it  authorizes  federal  intervention  only  in  cases  where  the  right 
to  vote  has  been  denied  or  abridged  on  account  of  race,  color,  or 
previous  condition  of  servitude.  Thus  in  United  States  v.  Eeese** 
an  act  of  Congress  which  made  it  a  crime  to  hinder,  delay  or  re- 
strict any  citizen  from  doing  any  act  to  qualify  him  to  vote  or 
from  voting  at  any  election,  was  held  void  because  its  operation 
was  not  confined  to  cases  in  which  the  interference  was  on  account 
of  race,  color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitude. 

_^ T 

$500  nor  more  than  $5,000,  or  by  imprisonment,  with  or  without  hard  labor, 
not  less  than  six  months  nor  more  than  six  years,  or  hy  both  such  fine 
and  imprisonment." 

29  02  U.  S.  214;  23  L.  ed.  563. 
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In  James  v.  Bowman^  it  was  finally  determined  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  that  the  prohibition  of  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  ap- 
plied not  to  private  but  only  to  state  action.  Therefore  the 
court  held  void  an  act  of  Congress  which  provided  for  the  punish- 
ment of  individuals  who  by  threats,  bribery  or  otherwise  should 
prevent  or  intimidate  others  from  exercising  the  right  of  suffrage 
as  guaranteed  by  the  Fifteenth  Amendment 

After  reviewing  the  manner  in  which  the  prohibitions  of  the 
Fifteenth  Amendment  had,  by  judicial  construction,  been  held  to 
relate  to  state  action  only,  and  the  legislative  power  of  Congress 
under  the  enforcement  clause  of  that  Amendment  limited  to  the 
enactment  of  laws  providing  remedios  against  unconstitutional 
state  action,  the  court  in  its  opinion,  say :  "  These  authorities 
show  that  a  statute  [of  Congress]  which  purports  to  punish  purely 
individual  action  cannot  be  sustained  as  an  appropriate  exercise 
of  the  power  conferred  by  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  upon  Con- 
gress to  prevent  action  by  the  State  through  some  one  or  more 
of  its  official  representatives."  ^ 

§  242.  Disfranchisement  Clauses  of  the  Southern  States. 

As  has  been  before  adverted  to,  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  Southern 
States  in  which  the  negro  population  is  very  considerable,  have, 
by  means  of  constitutional  amendments  or  in  constitutions  newly 
adopted,  secured  in  effect  the  almost  total  disfranchisement  of 
their  colored  citizens.  This,  however,  has  been  done,  not  by  dis- 
franchisement provisions  expressly  directed  against  the  n^roes, 
but  by  requiring  all  voters  to  be  registered,  and  placing  condi- 
tions upon  r^istration  which  very  few  negroes  are  able  to  meet, 
or,  at  any  rate,  to  satisfy  the  registration  officers  that  they  do 
meet  them. 

If  the  courts  may  freely  go  behind  the  terms  of  a  constitu- 
tional clause  to  discover  its  intent,  and  to  construe  it  by  that 
intent,  or  if  it  may  test  its  validity  by  its  actual  operation  in 
practice,  it  would  seem  that  a  possible  opportunity  is  afforded  for 

»190  U.  S.  127;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  678;  47  L.  ed.  979. 

1 1n  this  case  it  is  also  held  that  "  an  indictment  which  charges  no  dis- 
crimination on  account  of  race,  color  or  previous  condition  of  servitude, 
is  likewise  destitute  of  support  hy  such  Amendment." 
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holding  void  some  at  least  of  the  disfranchising  clAUseB  of  the 
constitutions  of  the  Southern  States.  As  yet,  iiowever,  no  case 
has  been  brought  before  the  Supreme  Court  in  which  the  court 
has  consented  to  make  this  exaniinatioiL  As  to  the  circumstances 
under  which  the  court  will  consent  to  go  hack  of  the  terms  of  a 
law,  to  detennine  its  real  intent  and  effect^  two  interesting  cases 
are  Yick  Wo  v.  Hopkins^^  and  Williams  v.  MississippL^  In  the 
former  case  the  law  or  ordinance  in  question  was  held  void  in  that 
it  attempted  to  give  to  an  administrative  officer  an  arbitrary  dis- 
cretionary power,  and  also  in  that  an  actual  arbitrary  discriminat- 
ing use  of  that  authority  was  shown.  In  Williams  v.  Mississippi 
the  court  declined  to  hold  void  the  state  law  in  question,  the  law 
being  upon  its  face  not  in  violation  of  the  equal  protection  clause 
of  the  Pourteeuth  Am^idment,  and  no  discrimination  in  fact 
being  proved.  In  Yick  Wo  v.  Hopkins  the  court  say :  "  Though 
the  law  itself  be  fair  on  its  face  and  impartial  in  appearance,  yet, 
if  it  is  applied  and  administered  by  public  authority  with  an  evil 
eye  and  an  unequal  hand,  so  as  practically  to  make  unjust  and 
illegal  discriminations  between  persons  in  similar  circumstances, 
material  to  their  rights,  the  denial  of  justice  is  still  within  the 
prohibition  of  the  Constitution."  This  doctrine,  however,  the 
court  say  in  the  Williams  case  is  not  applicable  to  the  Constitu- 
tion of  Mississippi  and  its  statutes.  *^  They  do  not  (m  their  face 
discriminate  between  the  races,  and  it  has  not  been  shown  that 
their  actual  administration  was  evil,  only  that  evil  was  possible 
under  them." 

In  Giles  v.  Harris,^  decided  in  1903,  a  colored  citizen  of  Ala- 
bama brought  an  action  in  a  federal  court  against  the  registrars  of 
his  county  to  compel  them  to  register  him  as  a  voter,  claiming  that 
the  provisions  of  the  Alabama  Constitution  upon  which  the  regis- 
trars based  their  refusal  to  register  him  were  in  violation  of  the 
equal  protection  clause  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  and  of  the 
prohibition  of  tlie  Fifteenth  Amendment.  The  Supreme  Courts, 
to  which  the  case  finally  came  for  adjudication,  refused  the  relief 

I  ^  — "■ 

82  118  U.  S.  356;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064;  80  L.  ed.  220. 
M170  U.  S.  213;   18  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  583;  42  L.  ed.  1012. 
W189  U.  S.  475;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  639;  47  L.  ed.  909. 
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prayed,  sariog^  '^  The  difficulties  which  we  oaimot  overcome  are 
two,  and  the  &iat  is  this :  The  plaintiff  allegee  that  the  whole 
registration  scheme  of  the  Alabama  ConBtitution  is  a  fraad  upon 
the  Cou^titulion  of  the  United  States,  and  aalcs  us  to  declaim  it 
void.  But,  of  eourse,  he  could  not  maintain  a  bill  for  a  m^re 
declaration  in  the  air.  He  does  not  try  to  do  60,  but  asks  to  be 
registered  as  a  party  qualified  under  tlie  void  instrument.  If, 
then,  we  accept  the  conclusion  which  it  is  the  chi^  purpose  of  the 
bill  to  maintain,  how  can  we  make  the  court  a  party  to  the  unlaw- 
ful scheine  by  accepting  it  and  adding  another  voter  to  its  fraudu- 
lent lists?  If  the  sections  of  the  Constitution  concerning 
registration  were  ill^al  in  their  inception,  it  would  be  a  new  doc- 
trine in  constitutional  law  that  the  original  invalidity  could  be 
cured  by  an  administration  which  defeated  their  intent.  The 
other  difficulty  is  of  a  diifei^at  sort,  and  strikingly  reinforoes  the 
argum^it  that  equity  cannot  undertake  now,  any  more  than  it 
has  in  the  past,  to  enforce  political  rights,  and  also  tiie  suggestion 
that  state  constitutions  were  not  left  unmentioned  in  section  1979 
by  accident.  In  determining  whether  a  court  of  equity  can  take 
jurisdiction,  one  of  the  first  questions  is  what  it  can  do  to  enforce 
any  order  that  it  may  make.  This  is  alleged  to  be  the  conspiracy 
of  a  State,  although  the  Btate  is  not  and  could  not  be  made  a 
party  to  the  bilL  (Hang  v.  Louisiana,  184  U.  S.  1 ;  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  504 ;  33  lu  ed.  842.)  The  circuit  court  has  no  constitutional 
.po¥7er  to  control  its  action  by  any  direct  means.  And  if  we  leave 
the  State  out  of  co!»ideration,  the  court  has  as  little  practical 
power  to  deal  with  the  people  of  the  Btate  in  a  body.  The  bill 
imports  that  the  great  mass  of  the  white  population  intends  to 
keep  the  blacks  from  voting.  To  meet  such  an  intent  something 
more  than  ordering  the  plaintiffs  name  to  be  inscribed  upon  the 
lists  of  1902  will  be  needed.  If  the  conspiracy  and  intent  exist, 
a  name  on  a  piece  of  paper  will  not  defeat  them.  Unless  we  are 
prepared  to  supen^se  Hie  voting  in  that  State  by  officers  of  the 
court,  it  seems  to  us  that  all  that  the  plaintiff  could  get  from 
equity  would  be  an  empty  form.  Apart  from  damages  to  the 
individual,  relief  from  a  great  political  wrong,  if  done,  as  alleged, 
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by  the  people  of  a  State  and  the  State  itself,  must  be  given  by 
them  or  by  the  legislative  and  political  department  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States,"  ^  ' 

In  Giles  v.  Teasley,^®  which  was  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  against  the  board  of  registrars  for  refusing  to  register 
the  plaintiff  as  a  qualified  elector  of  the  State.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Alabama  hela  that  if  the  provisions  of  the  state  consti- 
tution were  repugnant  to  the  Fifteenth  Amendment  they  were 
void  and  the  board  of  registrars  appointed  thereunder  had  no  legal 
existence  and  had  no  power  to  act  and  would  not  be  liable  for  a 
refusal  to  register  the  plaintiff;  while  on  the  other  hand,  if  the 
provisions  were  constitutional  the  registrars  acted  properly  there- 
under and  their  action  was  not  reviewable  by  the  courts.  The 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held  that  the  Alabama  court 
had  not  decided  any  fedqyal  question  adversely  to  the  plaintiff, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  re- 
view the  decision  of  the  state  court 

In  Jones  v.  Montague,^^  decided  in  1904,  the  court  declined  to 
review  the  dismissal  of  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  to 
prevent  the  canvass  of  the  votes  cast  at  a  congressional  election 
(upon  claim  that  the  petitioners  had,  in  violation  of  the  federal 
Constitution,  been  denied  registration)  for  the  reason  that  the 
canvass  had  in  fact  been  already  made,  and  certificates  of  election 
issued  to  persons  who  had  been  recognized  by  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives as  members  thereof.  The  court  thus,  in  any  event, 
not  being  able  to  provide  any  relief,  the  case  became  merely  a 
moot  one,  and  as  such  was  dismissed. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  unsuccessful  attempts  to  obtain 
from  the  Supreme  Court  relief  from  the  operation  of  the  disfran- 
chising clauses  of  the  state  constitutions  we  have  been  conside^ 
ing,  the  question  may  properly  be  asked  whether  it  is  constitution- 
ally possible  for  the  Congress  to  provide  by  legislation  means  by 
which  the  constitutionality  of  these  clauses  may  be  fairly  passed 
upon  by  the  courts  and  the  appropriate  relief  given.  It  would  seem 

85  Justices  Harlan,  Brewer,  and  Brown  dissented. 

W  193  U.  S.  146;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  359;  48  L.  ed.  655. 

87  194  U.  S.  147;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  611;  48  L.  ed.  913. 


Election  of  Members  of  Congress.  555 

that  much  might  be  done.  As  regards  congressional  elections.  Con- 
gress has,  as  we  have  seen,  plenary  powers  of  control,  and  could 
take  complete  charge  of  both  the  elections  and  the  registration  of 
the  voters.  In  such  case  the  federal  registrars  might  refuse  to 
register  white  voters  under  clauses  of  the  state  laws  which  they 
might  hold  to  be  in  violation  of  the  federal  Constitution,  and  the 
voters  so  refused  registration  would  have  to  seek  redress  in  the 
federal  courts  and  set  up  the  validity  of  these  state  laws.  As  re- 
gards state  elections  Congress  might  enact  laws  giving  to  federal 
courts  jurisdiction  of  actions  brought  against  state  registrations 
or  election  officials  who,  in  violation  of  federal  constitutional 
rights,  have  refused  registration  or  opportunity  to  vote  to  legally- 
qualified  persons. 

Whether  or  not  such  legislation,  the  possibility  of  which  is 
above  suggested,  would  be  wise  is  a  question  by  itself.  Whether, 
if  wise,  it  could  be  efiiciently  enforced  in  communities  where  it 
would  meet  strong  and  united  popular  opposition  is  another  ques- 
tion. "  In  the  last  analysis  obedience  not  voluntarily  given  must, 
for  the  most  part,  be  compelled  by  force  applied  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  criminal  prosecutions.  In  the  face  of  the  united 
and  passionate  opposition  of  the  white  people  of  the  South,  such 
prosecutions  in  the  past  have  failed  to  accomplish  any  permanently 
useful  results.  It  is  probable  that  convictions  would  be  diflicult 
to  obtain  even  where  the  offense  was  flagrant  and  the  guilt  of  the 
defendants  clear."  ^ 

§  243.  The  Power  of  the  United  States  to  Compel  the  Election 
by  the  States  of  Representatives  to  Congress,  Senators 
and  Presidential  Electors. 

It  has  at  times  been  suggested  that  the  States  might,  if  they 
should  so  choose,  destroy  the  Federal  Government  by  a  refusal  to 
select  Presidential  Electors,  Representatives  to  Congress  and 
Senators.  In  the  case  of  Representatives,  should  the  States  refuse 
to  take  action,  their  election  could,  as  we  have  seen,  be  directly 

*8U.  S.  Dist.  Atty.  Rose,  in  American  Political  Science  Retiew,  I,  41,  in 
an  article  entitled  *' Ne^o  Suffrage:  The  Constitutional  Point  of  View." 
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undertaken  by  the  Federal  Government  As  regards  Senators 
and  Presidential  Electors,  however,  the  Federal  Ckyvermnent 
could  not  itself  undertake  their  election,  and  it  is  difficult  to  sug- 
gest legal  means  by  which  state  action  could  be  eompelled.  In 
Cohens  v.  Virginia,^  Barbour,  aiding  in  behalf  of  the  position 
which  had  been  taken  by  Virginia,  declared:  "Whenever  the 
States  diall  be  determined  to  destroy  the  Federal  Government, 
they  will  not  find  it  necessary  to  act,  aad  to  act  in  violation  of 
the  Constitution.  They  can  qnietly  accomplish  the  purpose  by 
not  acting.  Upon  the  state  legislatures  it  depends  to  appoint  the 
Senators  and  Presidential  Electors,  or  to  provide  for  their  elec- 
tion. Let  them  merely  not  act  in  these  particulars,  the  executive 
department  and  part  of  the  legislature  ceases  to  exist,  and  the 
Federal  Government  thu«  perishes  by  a  sin  of  omission  not  of 
commission."  To  this  position  Webster  alluded  in  his  speech  in 
reply  to  Calhoun,  and  endeavored  to  minimize  its  importance 
from  the  States'  Rights  standpoint.  ^^  I  hear  it  often  suggested,'* 
he  said,  ^'  that  the  States,  by  refusing  to  appoint  Senators  and 
Electors,  might  bring  this  government  to  an  end.  Perhaps  this 
is  true ;  but  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  state  governments  them- 
selves. Suppose  the  legislature  of  a  State,  having  the  power  to 
appoint  the  governor  and  the  judges,  should  cmiit  that  duty,  would 
not  the  state  government  remain  unorganieed?  No  doubt,  all 
elective  governments  may  be  broken  up  by  a  general  abandonment 
on  the  part  of  those  entrusted  with  political  powers,  of  their  ap- 
propriate duties.''  ^Moreover,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  as  Webster  went 
on  to  show,  in  a  certain  very  important  BCBfie  the  iederal  Consfi- 
tution  relies,  for  the  maintenance  of  the  government  which  it 
establishes,  upon  the  plighted  faith  not  of  the  States,  as  States, 
but  upon  the  several  oatlis  of  its  inttividual  citizens,  in  that  all 
members  of  a  state  legislature  are  obliged,  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  their  taking  their  seats,  to  swear  to  support  the  federal 
Constitution,  and  from  the  obligation  of  this  oath  no  state  power 
can  discharge  them.     Thus,  says  Webster,  "  no  member  of  a  state 

legislature  can  refuse  to  proceed  at  the  proper  time  to  elect  Sena- 

- 

?>  6  Wh.  264 ;  5  L.  ed.  257. 
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tora  to  Congress,  or  to  provide  for  the  choice  of  Elcctoara  o£  Presi- 
dent and  Vice-President,  any  more  than  the  members  of  this  body 
[Senate]  can  refuse,  when  the  appelated  da^  arriMes,  to  meet  the 
members  of  the  other  House,  to  count  the  vot-es  for  those  officers, 
and  to  ascertain  who  are  chosen.  In  both  eases,  the  duty  binds, 
and  with  equal  strength,  the  conscience  of  the  individual  member, 
and  it  is  imposed  on  all  by  an  oath  in  the  very  same  words.  Let 
it  then,  never  be  said.  Sir,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with 
the  States  whether  they  will  continue  the  gw^emment,  or  break 
it  up  by  refusing  to  appoint  Senators  and  Electors.  They  have 
no  discretion  in  the  matter.  The  members  of  the  legislatures  can- 
not avoid  doing  either,  so  often  as  the  time  arriv^es,  without  a 
direct  violation  of  their  duty  and  their  oaths ;  such  a  violation  as 
would  break  up  any  other  government.^ 

The  correctness  of  the  reasoning  of  Webster  may  be  granted, 
and  yet  the  fact  remains  that  howe\-er  great  a  moral  obligation 
there  may  be  upon  the  individual  members  of  the  several  state 
governments  to  take  such  action  as  is  necessary  to  equip  the  Fed- 
eral Government  with  the  officials  necessary  for  its  oj^eration, 
there  exists  no  legal  means,  by  an  issue  of  mandamus  or  other- 
wise, to  compel  such  action  when,  refused. 

§  244.  Election  of  Senators. 

The  Constitution  provides  that  Senators  in  the  federal  Congress 
shall  be  chosen  by  the  legislatures  of  the  several  States,  and  that 
'*  the  times,  places,  and  manner  of  holding  elections  for  Senators 
and  Representatives  shall  be  prescribed  in  each  State  by  the  legis- 
lature thereof;  but  that  Congress  may  at  any  time  by  law  make 
or  alter  such  regulations,  except  as  to  the  places  of  cboosiiig 
Senators.*' 

Not  until  1866  did  Congress  exercise  the  control  over  the  elec- 
tion of  Senators  l^us  given  it  Prior  to  that  date  the  Senate  had 
recognized  the  validity  of  elections  based  on  majority  votes  in 
joint  conventions  of  the  two  houses  of  the  state  legislatures,  where 
a  concurrent  choice  of  the  two  houses  sitting  se])arately  was  not 
obtained.     It  was  held,  however,  in  the  case  of  James  HarJan, 
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1857,  that  in  snob  joint  conventions  a  quorum  of  both  houses  must 
be  present 

By  the  act  of  1866  the  entire  matter  was  federally  determined. 
The  text  of  the  law  is  given  below.^ 

In  the  case  of  James  B.  Eustis,  the  Senate  held  that,  under  this 
law,  an  election  made  by  a  majority  vote  in  a  joint  convention  wx^ 

««Rev.  Stat,  ||  14-19. 

'*  S  14.  llie  legislature  of  each  State  which  is  chosen  next  preceding  tho 
expiration  of  the  time  for  which  any  Senator  was  elected  to  represent  such 
State  in  Congress  shaU,  on  the  second  Tuesday  after  the  meeting  and  organiza- 
tion thereof,  proceed  to  elect  a  Senator  in  Congress. 

{  15.  Such  election  shaU  be  conducted  in  the  following  manner:  Each 
house  shall  openly  by  viva-voce  vote  of  each  member  present,  name  one  person 
for  Senator  in  Congress  from  such  -State,  and  the  name  of  the  person  so  voted 
for,  who  receives  a  majority  of  the  whole  number  of  votes  cast  in  each  house, 
shall  be  entered  on  the  journal  of  that  house  by  the  clerk  or  secretary 
thereof;  or  if  either  house  fails  to  give  such  majority  to  any  person  on  that 
day,  the  fact  shall  be  entered  on  the  journal.  At  twelve  o'clock  meridian 
of  the  day  following  that  on  which  proceedings  are  required  to  take  place 
as  aforesaid,  the  members  of  the  two  houses  shall  convene  in  joint  assembly, 
and  the  journal  of  each  house  shall  then  be  read,  and  if  the  same  person 
has  received  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  in  each  house,  he  shall  be  declared 
duly  elected  Senator.  But  if  the  same  person  has  not  received  a  majority 
of  the  votes  in  each  house,  or  if  either  house  has  failed  to  take  proceedings 
as  required  by  this  section,  the  joint  assembly  shall  then  proceed  to  choose, 
by  a  vivft-voce  vote  of  each  member  present,  a  person  for  Senator,  and  the 
person  who  receives  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  of  the  joint  assembly,  a 
majority  of  all  the  members  elected  to  both  houses  being  present  and  voting, 
shall  be  declared  duly  elected.  If  no  person  receives  such  majority  on  the 
first  day,  the  joint  assembly  shall  meet  at  twelve  o'clock  meridian  of  each 
succeeding  day  during  the  session  of  the  legislature,  and  shall  take  at  least 
one  vote,  until  a  Senator  is  elected." 

$16.  Whenever  on  the  mee«ting  of  the  legislature  of  any  State  a 
vacancy  exists  in  the  representation  of  such  State  in  the  Senate,  the  legis- 
lature shall  proceed,  on  the  second  Tuesday  after  meeting  and  organization, 
to  elect  a  person  to  fill  such  vacancy,  in  the  manner  prescriibed  in  the  pre- 
ceding section  for  the  election  of  a  Senator  for  a  full  term. 

8  17.  Whenever  during  the  session  of  the  legislature  of  any  State  a 
vncancy  occurs  in  the  representation  of  such  State  in  the  Senate,  similar 
proceedings  to  fill  such  vacancy  shall  be  had  on  the  second  Tuesday  after  the 
legislature  has  organized  and  has  notice  of  such  vacancy. 

§  18.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  executive  of  the  State  from  which  any 
Senator  has  been  chosen,  to  certify  his  election,  under  the  seal  of  the  State, 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

§  19.  The  certiticatc  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section  shall  be  counter- 
signed by  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  State. 
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valid,  even  though  there  was  not  present  a  quorum  of  one  of  the 
houses. 

When  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  whioh  of  two  contesting  state 
bodies  is  the  de  jure  legislature,  the  United  States  Senate,  while 
having  the  power  to  exercise  its  own  judgment  will  ordinarily 
recognize  that  body  which  is.  accepted  as  de  jure  by  the  other 
state  authorities. 

§  245.  Popular  EHection  of  Senators. 

The  constitutional  provision  that  Senators  shall  in  each  State 
be  elected  by  the  legislature  thereof  has,  in  a  number  of  instances, 
been  practically  evaded  by  state  laws  or  party  regulations  provid- 
ing either  that  the  people  shall  by  popular  vote  indicate  their 
choice  for  Senators,  such  indication  being  in  practice,  if  not 
legally,  binding  upon  the  members  of  the  state  legislature ;  or  that 
each  political  party  shall  in  a  primary  vote  indicate  its  choice, 
which  choice  in  effect  binds  the  party's  Representatives  in  the 
state  legislature.*^ 

§  246.  Vacancies  in  the  Senate. 

It  is  provided  by  the  Constitution  that  if  vacancies  in  the  Sen- 
ate "  happen  by  resignation  or  otherwise,  during  the  recess  of  the 
legislature  of  any  State,  the  executive  thereof  may  make  tempo- 
rary appointments  until  the  next  meeting  of  the  legislature,  which 
shall  then  fill  such  vacancies." 

There  has  been  considerable  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the 
prqper  construction  to  be  given  to  the  term  "  happen ''  as  em- 
ployed in  the  foregoing  constitutional  clause.  By  some  it  has 
been  argued  that  a  vacancy  "  happens "  whenever,  for  any 
reason  whatever,  there  is  a  vacancy  in  the  representation  of  a 
State  in  the  Senate.  By  others,  it  is  asserted,  that  where  a  state 
legislature  has  had  the  opportunity  to  elect  a  Senator  and  has 
failed  to  do  so,  it  cannot  be  said  that  a  vacancy  has  ^'  happened '' 
but  that  it  has  been  present  and  brought  about  by  the  non-action 
of  the  state  electoral  body,  and  that  that  bcdy  has  thus  impliecHy 

*iSee  Haynes,  The  Election  of  Senators.  Also  Sen.  Rep.  530,  54th  Cong., 
1st  Sess.;  and  Sen.  Doc.  406,  57th  Cong.,  Ist  Seas. 
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shown  that  it  does  not  desire  the  racnncv  to  be  filled.     This  was 
the  ix)sition  taken  by  the  Senate  in  1900  in  the  case  of  Senator 
Quay  from  Pennsylvania.      The  Gonimittee  on  Privileges  and 
Elections,  in  its  report  to  the  Senate  recommending  this  action, 
after  stating  the  facts,  said :     "  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  va- 
cancy, which  the  Governor  of  Pennsj'lvania  has  here  attempted 
to  .provide  for  by  a  temporary  appointment,  was  one  which  was 
foreseen,  one  w^hich  was  caused  by  the  expiration  of  a  prior  term, 
one  which  occurred  while  the  legislature  of  Pennsylvania  was  in 
session,  and  one  which  that  legislature  had  an  opportunity  of  till- 
ing before  it  occurred,  in  the  interivi  between  the  date  of  the  oc- 
currence and  the  appointment  of  the  Governor.      Under  these 
facts  we  think  that  the  appointment  is  invalid.     .     .     .    After  a 
vacancy  in  the  o^ce  of  IJnited  States  Senator  occurs  or  comes  to 
pass,  if  the  next  legislature  does  not  fill  it,  it  continues  to  exist 
It  is  the  same  vacancy,  not  a  new  one.     Now  the  state  executive 
is  given  power  to  make  temporary  appointments  in  case  of  a 
vacancy  not  as  long  as  it  continues  or  exists,  but  only  until  the 
next  meeting  of  the  legislature,  which  is  then  required  to  fill  tlie 
vacancy.     This  clearly  means  that  the  paramount  intent  to  have 
the  legislature  choose  the  Senators  is  to  prevail,  and  that,  when- 
ever the  legislature  has  had  the  opportunity  to  fill  the  vacancy, 
either  before  or  after  it  occurs,  the  executive  has  no  power  to 
appoint'*  ^ 

The  senatorial  practice  has  not  been  uniform  in  respect  to 
executive  ap|X)intiueuts  to  fill  vacancies,  but  the  action  in  the 
Quay  case  has  probably  determined  the  doctrine  for  the  future. 

§  247.  Vacancies  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

When  vacancies  happen  in  the  representation  from  any  State, 
it  is  provided  that  the  executive  authority  thereof  shall  issue 
writs  of  election  to  fill  such  vacancies. 

Vacancies  are  occasioned  by  death,  by  resignation,  or  by  ac- 
ceptance of  a  disqualifying  office.'*^ 

«Sen.  Rpt.  153,  56th  Cong.,  1st  Sess. 
aVan  Ness  Case,  O.  &  H.  122. 


CHAPTER  rKXTTK. 

THE  PBOnKSR    OF  liBGrSLAJlQN   AB   CONSTTTUTIONALLY 

DETERMENED. 

§  248.  Constitutional  Provisions. 

To  a  certain  extent  the  manner  of  conducting  business  in  Con- 
^€8s,  and  the  process  of  legislation  are  determined  by  the  Consti- 
tution. It  is  provided  that  the  Vice-President  shall  be  the 
jiresident  of  the  Senate,  but  shall  have  no  vote  except  in  case  of 
a  tie.  The  Senate,  however,  is  empowered  to  choose  its  other 
oflicsera,  including  the  president  pro  tempore  to  preside  in  the 
absen£;e  of  the  Vioe-President'  or  when  he  is  exercising  the  office 
of  President  of  the  United  Stoles.  The  House  is  empowered 
to  choose  all  of  the  officens,  including  its  presiding  oiScer,  the 
Speaker. 

It  is  required  that  Congress  shall  Assemble  at  least  once  in 
evfiry  year,  and  that  such  meeting  shall  be  on  the  fijst  Monday  in 
December,  unless  by  law  a  different  day  is  ap])ointed. 

A  majority  of  each  House  is  fixed  as  a  quorum  to  do  business, 
but  a  smaller  number  is  competent  to  adjourn  from  day  to  day, 
and  to  compel  the  attendance  of  absent  members  in  such  manner 
and  under  such  penalties  as  each  House  may  provide. 

Jiach  House  is  authorized  to  determine  the  rules  of  its  pro- 
cedure, to  punish  its  members  for  disordeily  behavior,  and,  as  we 
liBve  seen,  with  the  concurrence  of  two-thirds  to  expel  a  member. 

^Neither  House  may,  without  the  consent  of  the  othei'  House, 
during  a  session  of  Congress  adjourn  for  more  than  three  days, 
nor  to  any  other  place  than  that  in  which  the  Houses  are  sitting. 

E'ach  House  is  required  to  ieep  a  journal  of  its  proceedings, 
and  from  time  to  time  to  publish  the  same,  excepting  such  parts 
as  may  in  their  judgment  require  secrecy;  and  it  is  ordered  that, 
at  the  desire  of  one-fifth  of  those  present,  the  yeas  and  nays  of 
members  of  either  House  on  any  question  shall  be  entered  on  this 
journal. 
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The  foregoing  constitutional  provisions  impose  duties  upon  stQJ 
grant  powers  to  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  fulfilment    stnd 
exercise  of  which  are  placed  within  the  discretion  of  the  HoTi^es 
themselves.    Very  few  questions  arising  under  these  clauses  have, 
therefore,  been,  or  could  have  been,  brought  before  the  courts. 
One  important  point  has,  however,  been  raised  and  deserves  at- 
tention.    This  is  discussed  in  the  next  section. 

§  249.  Conclusiveness  of  the  Records  of  Congressional  Pro- 
ceedings. 

In  a  few  instances  the  validity  of  laws  purported  to  have  been 
enacted  by  Congress  has  been  questioned  upon  the  ground  that 
they  have  not,  in  fact,  been  enacted  by  that  body  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  Constitution.  This  has  necessitated 
the  examination  of  the  records  of  the  procjeedings  of  Congress  and 
a  determination  of  the  evidential  value  to  be  given  to  these  pro- 
ceedings. 

In  Field  v.  Clark*  it  was  contended  by  the  appellants  that  an 
enrolled  act  in  the  custody  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  and  appear- 
ing upon  its  face  to  be  a  law  enacted  by  Congress,  was  a  nullity, 
because,  as  was  shown  by  the  records  of  proceedings  in  Congress, 
and  the  reports  of  committees,  including  that  of  the  committee 
on  conference,  a  section  of  the  bill  as  finally  passed  was  not  in  the 
bill  authenticated  by  the  signatures  of  the  presiding  officers  of  the 
two  Houses  and  signed  by  the  President.  The  court,  however, 
declared  that  the  attestation  of  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  of 
the  President  of  the  Senate,  the  signature  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  deposit  of  a  measure  as  a  law  in  the  public 
archives  are  to  be  taken  as  unimpeachable  evidence  that  the  consti- 
tutional requirements  for  l^slation  have  been  satisfied,  and  that 
the  measure  as  thus  certified  to  has  received  the  approval  of  the 
legislative  branch  of  the  government.  The  opinion  concludes: 
"  We  are  of  the  opinion,  for  the  reasons  stated,  that  it  is  not 
competent  for  the  appellants  to  show,  from  the  jojimals  of  either 

House,  from  the  reports  of  committees,  or  from  other  documents, 

»  ^— ^— i^—         . 

1 143  U.  S.  649;  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  495;  36  L.  ed.  294. 
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printed  by  authority  of  Congress,  that  the  enrolled  bill,  designated 
^  H.  R.  9416,'  as  finally  passed,  contained  a  section  that  does  not 
appear  in  the  enrolled  Act  in  the  custody  of  the  State  Depart- 
ment** 

In  United  States  v.  Ballin^  the  evidential  value  of  records  of 
congressional  proceedings  was  again  considered.  The  points  in- 
volved and  their  decision  sufficiently  appear  from  the  following 
quotation  from  the  opinion :  "  Two  questions  only  are  presented : 
first,  was  the  Act  of  May  9,  1890,  l^ally  passed  and,  second, 
what  is  the  meaning?  The  first  is  the  important  question.  The 
enrolled  bill  is  found  in  the  proper  office,  that  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  authenticated  and  approved  in  the  customary  and  legal 
form.  There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  it  to  suggest  any  invalidity. 
Is  there  anything  in  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  journal  of  the 
House,  as  found  by  the  general  appraisers,  which  vitiates  it  ?  We 
are  not  unmindful  of  the  general  observations  found  in  Gardner 
V.  Barney  (6  Wall.  499;  18  L.  ed.  890)  'that  whenever  a  ques- 
tion arises  in  a  court  of  law  of  the  existence  of  a  statute,  or  of  the 
time  when  a  statute  took  effect,  or  of  the  precise  terms  of  a  stat- 
ute, the  judges  who  are  called  upon  to  decide  it  have  a  right  to 
resort  to  any  source  of  information  which  in  its  nature  is  capable 
of  conveying  to  the  judicial  mind  a  clear  and  satisfactory  answer 
to  such  question ;  always  seeking  first  for  that  which  in  its  nature 
is  most  appropriate,  unless  the  positive  law  has  enacted  a  different 
rule/  And  we  have  at  the  present  term,  in  the  case  of  Field  v. 
Clark,  had  occasion  to  consider  the  subject  of  an  appeal  to  the 
journal  in  a  disputed  miatter  of  this  nature.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
add  anything  here  to  that  general  discussion.  The  Constitution 
(Article  I,  Section  5)  provides  that  'each  House  shall  keep  a 
journal  of  its  proceedings;'  and  that  '  the  yeas  and  nays  of  the 
members  of  either  House  on  any  question  shall  at  the  desire  of  one- 
fifth  of  those  present,  be  entered  on  the  journal.'  Assuming  that 
by  reason  of  this  latter  clause  reference  may  be  had  to  the  journal, 
to  see  whether  the  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and  if  so  what 

was  the  vote  disclosed   therobv;   and   assuming,   though  without 

^  —  < 

2  144  U.  S.  1;   12  Sup.  Ct.  Re:>.  507:  36  L.  ed.  321. 
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(iwpwfchag,  ihast  the  faetB  idiieh  ihe  Constitstioo  seqidi«B  t»  be 
pkmted  iflB  tbe  jommal  msjr  be  a^jpealed  to  cph  ike  qoBstaom,  wi^tlier 
a  lav  luas  been  legally  enaeted,  yet  if  veferenee  may  be  had  te 
such  journal,  it  must  be  assumed  to  speak  the  truth.  It  canawit 
be  iiadL  we  ean  refer  to  tbe  joiosal  far  &e  pwrpnt  o£  lanpeaeh- 
ix^  a  Btotxite  properly  aut^wntieKted  mad  ufyswtA  asil  tbem  sop- 
pleoMDt  and  strengtben  that  impeadBoeiEt  by  parel  eridence  iksA 
the  faels  staled  on  the  journal  sxe  not  tme,  or  that  other  ia(^ 
existed  which,  if  stated  an  the  journal,  ipould  ^Te  foroe  to  the 
impeachmflnt."  ^ 

§  2M.  Cansdtatioaa]  Force  of  Rules  of  tfK  Home  ^nd  SeasMe. 
Ifi  United  States  v.  Ballin  wae  also  nosed  an  intewfirting  quee- 
tioB  as  to  tbe  constitutional  validity  of  a  ewtain  T»le  of  proeedure 
adorpted  by  the  House  of  RepreeeErtatives,  As  to  this  the  ^owrt,  in 
its  opimon,  say :  "The  Constitution  .  .  .  pFWvidee,  that  ^ each 
Hoase  may  deterarTine  the  rules  of  its  .proeeedii^/  It  appears 
that,  in  pwrsuaiioe  of  this  authority,  the  HeFuse  bad,  prior  to  that 
day,  passed  this  as  one  of  its  rules:  Rule  XV.  ^  On  the  dentand 
of  any  ii>€mber,  or  at  the  suggestion  of  Ae  Speaker,  the  -nanoes 
of  members  sufficient  to  make  a  quorum  in  liie  hall  of  the  Ilo'^e 
who  do  not  vote  shall  be  noted  by  the  cietk  and  recorded  ib  the 
journal,  aiid  reported  to  the  Speaker  with  tbe  naraes  of  tbe  per- 
sons voting,  and  be  counted  and  annormeed  in  determining  the 
presence  of  a  quorum  to  do  business.'  (House  Journal,  ^SO,  Feb. 
14,  1890.)  The  action  taken  was  in  direct  compKarnce  with  this 
rule*  The  question,  therefore,  is  as  to  the  validity  of  this  rule, 
and  not  what  n>ethods  the  Speaker  may  of  his  ownmotiem  reewt  to 

8  With  reference  to  laws  of  the  States,  the  Supreme  Court  in  Duncan  v. 
MtKTan  (13S  U.  S.  449;  11  Snp.  Ct.  Hop.  573;  35  L.  ed.  219)  s«y:  "It  ifl 
unneceBsad^  to  enter  upon  an  examination  of  the  ntlin^  tn  the  different 
States  upon  the  quesrtion  whether  a  statute  duly  authenticated,  approred  and 
enrolled  can  be  impeached  by  resort  to  the  journals  of  the  legislature,  or 
other  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  that  it  "was  not  passed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  state  Conatitution.  The  deeisionfi  are  nmneTOTOi  and 
the  results  reached  fail  of  uniformity.  The  courts  of  the  United  Stat'^s 
necessarily  adopt  tlie  adjudication  of  the  state  courts  on  the  subject " 
[citing  cases]. 
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for  determining^  the  presence  of  a  quorum,  nor  what  mattess  the 
Speaker  or  clerk  of  their  own  volition  plaee  Bpon  the  joiimaL 
Neither  do  the  advantages  or  disadvantages,  the  wisdoan  or  foUj, 
of  such  a  rule  present  any  matters  for  judicial  oonsiid^atioB^  With 
the  courts  the  question  is  only  one  of  poweor.  The  Constitution 
empowers  each  House  to  determine  its  rules  of  proceedings*  It 
may  not  by  its  rules  ignore  constitution^  restraints  or  violate 
fundamental  rights,  and  there  should  be  a  reasonable  relation  be- 
tween the  mode  or  method  of  proceeding  established  by  iJae  rule 
and  the  result  which  is  sought  to  be  attained.  But  within  these 
limitations  all  matters  of  method  are  open  to  the  determination 
of  the  House,  and  it  is  no  impeachment  of  the  rule  to  say  that 
some  oth»  method  would  be  better,  more  aeeurate,  or  even  mare 
just.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  nde  that  a  di^Bcrent 
one  has  been  prescribed  and  in  force  for  a  length  of  time.  The 
power  to  make  rules  is  not  one  which  once  exercised  is  exhauflted. 
It  is  a  continuous  power,  always  subject  to  be  exercised  by  the 
Ilouse,  and  within  the  limitations  suggested,  absolute  and  beyond 
the  challenge  of  any  other  body  or  tribunal  The  Constitution 
provides  that  '  a  majority  of  each  [House]  shall  constitute  a 
quoriun  to  do  business.'  In  other  words,  when  a  majority  are 
present,  the  HJ)use  is  in  a  position  to  do  business.  Its  capacity 
to  transact  business  is  then  established^  created  by  the  mere  pres- 
ence of  a  majority,  and  when  that  majority  are  present  t'le  power 
of  the  House  arises.  But  how  shall  the  presence  of  a  majority  be 
determined  ?  The  Constitution  has  prescribed  no  method  of  mak- 
ing this  det^min&tion,  and  it  is  therefore  within  the  competence 
of  the  House  to  prescribe  any  method  which  shall  be  reasonably 
certain  to  ascertain  the  fact.  It  may  prescribe  answer  to  roU- 
call  as  the  only  method  of  determination;  or  require  th«  passage 
of  members  between  tellers,  and  their  count  as  the  sole  test;  or 
the  count  of  the  Speaker  and  the  clerk,  and  an  anmouncem^ni  from 
the  desk  of  the  names  of  those  who  are  presents  Any  one*  of  these 
methods,  it  must  be  conceded,  is  reasonably  certain  of  aaeertain- 
ing  the  fact,  and  as  there  is  no  constitutional  method  prescribed, 
and  no  constitutional  inhibition  of  any  of  those,  and  no  violation 
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of  fundamental  rights  in  any,  it  follows  that  the  House  may  adopt 
either  or  all,  or  it  may  provide  for  a  combination  of  any  two  of 
the  methods.  That  was  done  by  the  rule  in  question ;  and  all  that 
rule  attempts  to  do  is  to  prescribe  a  method  for  ascertaining  the 
presence  of  a  majority,  and  thus  establishing  the  fact  that  the 
House  is  in  a  condition  to  transact  business.  As  it  appears  from 
the  journal,  at  the  time  this  bill  passed  the  House  there  was 
present  a  majority,  a  quorum,  and  the  House  was  authorized  to 
transact  any  and  all  businbss.  It  was  in  a  condition  to  act  on  the 
bill  if  it  desired.  The  other  branch  of  the  question  is,  whether, 
a  quorum  being  present,  the  bill  received  a  sufficient  number  of 
votes;  and  here  tiie  general  rule  of  all  parliamentary  bodies  is 
that,  when  a  quorum  is  present,  the  act  of  a  majority  of  the 
quorum  is  the  act  of  the  body." 

§  251.  Revenue  Measures. 

The  Constitution  provides  that  **  all  bills  for  raising  revenue 
shall  originate  in  the  House  of  Representatives;  but  the  Senate 
may  propose  or  concur  with  amendments  as  on  other  bills." 

This  provision  has  given  rise  to  frequent  controversies  between 
the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  but  has  but  seldom  been  passed  upon 
by  the  courts.  No  formal  definition  of  a  revenue  measure  has 
been  given  by  the  Supreme  Court,  but  in  Twin  City  Xational 
Bank  v.  Nebeker*  the  court,  in  effect,  held  that  a  bill,  the  primary 
purpose  of  which  is  not  the  raising  of  revenue,  is  not  a  measure 
that  must  originate  in  the  House,  even  though,  incidentally,  a 
revenue  will  be  derived  by  the  United  States  from  its  execution. 

The  House  has,  upon  a  number  of  occasions,**  refused  to  agree 
to  or  consider  senatorial  amendments  to  revenue  measures  upon 
the  ground  that  the  amendments  have  enlarged  the  scope  or 
changed  the  character  of  the  measure  as  originated  in  the  House. 
The  views  held  by  the  House  and  the  Senate,  respectively,  regard- 
ing what,  in  specific  instances,  should  properly  be  termed  revenue 

measures  and  what  proper  amendments  thereto,  do  not  need  to 

*  - 

4  167  U.  S.   196;   17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  766;   42  L.  ed.   134. 

6  See  Hinds,  Precedents  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Chapter  XL VII. 
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be  stated  in  this  treatise.  They  are  set  out  at  length  in  Mr. 
Hinds'  treatise.®  Especially  the  House  has  denied,  and  the  Senate 
has  insisted  upon,  its  right  to  originate  measures  which  repeal  a 
law  or  portion  of  a  law  imposing  taxes,  duties,  imposts  or  excises. 

§  252.  Appropriation  Acts. 

It  would  seem  that  the  Senate  has  full  power  to  originate  meas- 
ures appropriating  money  from  the  federal  treasury.  This  right 
has  at  times  been  denied  by  certain  members  of  the  House,^  but 
the  House  has  not  itself  formally  adopted  this  negative  view. 

§  253.  Presidential  Participation  in  Law  Making. 

The  duties  and  powers  of  the  President  with  reference  to  the 
enactment  of  laws  are  stated  in  Clause  2  of  Section  VII  of  Article 
I  of  the  Constitution.  This  clause  reads:  Every  bill  which 
shall  have  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate, 
shall,  before  it  become  a  law,  be  presented  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States ;  if  he  approve  he  shall  sign  it,  but  if  not  he  shall 
return  it,  with  his  objections  to  that  House  in  which  it  shall  have 
originated,  who  shall  enter  the  objections  at  large  on  their  journal, 
and  proceed  to  reconsider  it  If  after  such  reconsideration  two- 
thirds  of  that  House  shall  agree  to  pass  the  bill,  it  shall  be  sent, 
together  with  the  objections,  to  the  other  House,  by  which  rt  shall 
likewise  be  reconsidered,  and  if  approved  by  two-thirds  of  that 
House,  it  shall  become  a  law.  But  in  all  such  cases  the  votes  of 
both  Houses  shall  be  determined  by  yeas  and  nays,  and  the  names 
of  the  persons  voting  for  and  against  the  bill  shall  be  entered  on 
the  journal  of  each  House  respectively.  If  any  bill  shall  not  be 
returned  by  the  President  within  ten  days  (Sundays  excepted) 
after  it  shall  have  been  presented  to  him,  the  same  shall  be  a  law, 
in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  signed  it,  unless  the  Congress  by  their 
adjournment  prevent  its  return,  in  which  case  it  shall  not  be  a 

law." 



*  Precedents  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

7  See  especUUy  the  views  of  the  minority  in  House  Report  No.  147,  46tb 
Cong.,  3d  Sess.;  also  Hinds,  |   1500. 
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In  an  eailier  chapter  it  hoB  Imwl  pointed  oat  tbat  Ae^  forcing 
pB&visioDfi  hai^e  no  appliowtiim  to  smendBsraitH  to  the  Constitution 
pr(4>Qfled  by  GoBgsetft  to  tfaa  Sti^eB  for  thwr  «ppn)va2  or  disap- 
provaL 

§  264.  Resolutions* 

In  the  Fifty-fourth  Congress,.  2A  Session,  the  Senate  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  was  requested  to  report  whether  a  certain  resolu- 
tion mentioned  in  a  law  should,  be  in  the  form  of  a  ^^  joint  resolu- 
tion/' and  whether  it  was  necessary  that  ^^  conourrent  resolutions  " 
should  be  submitted  to  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

In  its  report  the  committee,  while  admitting  that  Clause  S,  Sec- 
tion VII  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution,  literally  applied,  would 
make  it  necessary  that  every  joint  or  concurrent  resolution  of 
Congress,  whatever  its  substance  or  intent,  would  have  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  President  for  his  approval,  go  an  to  say  that  the 
Constitution  must  look  beyond  the  mere  form  of  a  resolutioai,  to 
its  subject-matter,  and  that  the  words  "  to  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  may  be  necessary '' 
are  to  be  construed  to  relate  only  to  matters  of  legislation  to  which 
the  concurrent  action  of  both  Houses  is  by  the  Constitution  made 
absolutely  necessary ;  in  short,  only  to  legislative  measures.  Thus, 
in  general,  joint  resolutions  need  to  be  sent  to  the  President; 
concurrent  resolutions  do  not.  Of  these  latter  the  committee  say: 
"  For  over  a  hundred  years  .  ^  .  they  have  never  been  so  pre- 
sented.  They  have  uniformly  been  regarded  by  all  the  Depart- 
ments of  the  Government  as  matters  peculiarly  within  the  prov- 
ince of  Congress  alone.  They  have  never  embraced  legislative 
decisions  proper,  and  hence  have  never  been  deemed  to  require 
executive  approval.  This  practical  construction  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, thus  acquiesced  in  for  a  century,  must  be  deemed  the  true 
construction  with  which  no  court  will  interfere," 

§  356;  Parts  of  Bills  May  not  Be  Vetoed. 

In  those  States  whose  Constitutions  have  not  expre&sly  ^ven 
the  executive  the  power  to  approve  parts,  and  diaftfxprove  the 
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remainder  of  bill%  it  has  been  unifcM^mlj  held  that  he  has  not 
the  power.  When^  however^  he  has  attiranpted  to  do  so,  the  de- 
ciaionfi  have  been  in  oonfliet  as  to  whether  such  partial  approval 
is  no  approval  at  all  and  amoimis  to  a  veto^  or  whether  the  entire 
measure  is  to  be  treated  as  approved,  the  disapproval  of  tiie  parts 
being  considered  a  nuUitj.^ 

§  25&  Kders. 

The  federal  Executive  has  never  attempted  the  exercise  of,  or 
claimed^  the  right  to  veto  parts  of  measures  submitted  to  him  bv 
Congress,  and  to  approve  the  remainder.  Because  thus  bound 
to  accept  or  reject  a  bill  as  a  whole,  Congress  has  at  times  at- 
tempted to  force  the  hand  of  the  President  by  incorporating  into 
a  measure  which  it  is  known  he  will  feel  almost  obligated  to  sign, 
provisions  which  it  is  believed  he  would  disapprove  if  submitted 
to  him  as  independent  propositions.  At  times,  however,  these  so- 
called  "  riders  "  have  led  to  the  veto  of  the  entire  bill.  President 
Haves  returned  without  his  approval  ae^^?ral  appropriation  bills 
which  contained  legislation  which  was  not  agreeable  to  him. 
President  Johnson  returned  the  act  of  March  2,  18^7  (Army 
Appropriation  Bill),  with  his  signature,  but  in  a  messi^  of  pro- 
test said :  "  These  provisions  are  contained  in  the  second  section, 
which  iai  certain  cases  \4rtually  deprives  the  President  of  his 
constitutional  functions  m  commander-in-chief  of  the  armv,  and 
in  the  sixth  section  which  denies  to  ten  States  of  the  Union  their 
coHBtitutional  right  to  protect  themselves  in  any  emergency,  by 
means  of  their  own  militia.  These  provisions  are  out  of  place 
in  an  apETopriation  act.  I  am  compelled  to  defeat  these  necessary 
apprapriations  if  I  withhold  my  signature  from  the  iicU\ 

§  257.  May  BUls  Be  Signed  by  the  President  after  the  Adjourn- 
ment of  Congress? 

As  appears  from  the  constitutional  provision  which  has  been 
quoted,  a  measure,  if  not  returned  to  Congress  within  ten  days, 

8  See  Art.  by  Jaa.  D.  Barnett,  "  The  Executive  Control  of  the  Legislature," 
Am.  L<mv  Rev.y  XLI,  384. 
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Sundays  excepted,  becomes  a  law  without  the  President's  signa- 
ture. If,  however.  Congress  adjourns  before  the  expiration  of  the 
ten  days,  the  measure  does  not  become  a  law  and  this  is  known 
as  a  pocket  veto.  The  question  has,  however,  been  several  times 
raised  whether  the  President  may  not,  if  he  desires  the  bill  to 
become  a  law,  sign  after  the  adjournment  of  Congress. 

In  1824  President  Monroe  by  inadvertence  failed  to  sign  a 
bill  before  the  adjournment  of  Congress  and  the  question  was 
discussed  by  his  Cabinet  as  to  his  right  to  sign,  notwithstanding 
the  adjournment.  Some  difference  of  opinion  being  manifested, 
the  President  decided  not  to  sign. 

In  18 G3  President  Lincoln  signed  a  bill  eight  days  after  Con- 
gress had  adjourned.  At  the  next  session  of  Congress  the  Judi- 
ciary Committee  of  the  House,  having  been  instructed  to  con- 
sider the  constitutionality  of  this,  unanimously  reported  that  the 
bill  was  not  a  law.  No  action  was  taken  by  the  House  irpon  this 
report,  but  later  substantially  the  same  measure  was  re-enacted 
by  Congress  and  signed  by  the  President.  The  committee,  in  its 
report  referred  to,  said :  "  The  ten  days'  limitation  ...  re- 
fers to  the  time  during  which  Congress  remains  in  session,  and 
has  no  application  after  adjournment  Hence  if  the  Executive 
can  hold  a  bill  ten  days  after  adjournment  and  then  approve  it, 
he  can  as  well  hold  it  ten  months  before  approval.  This  would 
render  the  laws  of  the  country  uncertain  and  could  not  have  been 
intended  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution.  The  spirit  of  the 
Constitution  evidently  requires  the  performance  of  every  act  nec- 
essary to  the  enactment  and  approval  of  laws  to  be  perfect  before 

the  adjournment  of  Congress."® 

* 

9  In  United  States  v.  Weil  (29  Ct.  of  CI.  523)  the  Oaurt  of  Claims  held  that 
tlie  Supreme  Court  had  impliedly  upheld  the  earlier  act,  signed  after  ad- 
journment, by  passing  upon  claims  arising  under  it.  However,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  act  was  valid  upon  its  face,  and  the  point  as  to  the  date 
of  its  signature  was  not  raised,  and  the  court  was  not  cfbliged  to  take 
judicial  cognizance  of  it.  . 

Professor  Barnett  in  an  article  in  the  Am,  Law  Rev,,  XLI,  230,  entitled 
"  The  Executive  Control  of  the  Legislature"  and  Mr.  Kenick  in  an  artiHe 
in  the  aame  journal,  XXXII,  208,  entitled  "The  Power  of  the  President  to 
Sign  Bills  after  the  Adjournment  of  Congress/'  give  a  full  discussion  of  this 
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§  258.  Signing  of  Bills  During  Recess  of  Congress. 

In  the  Weil  case  the  court  argued  that  the  President  might 
sign  during  a  recess  of  Congress  even  if  he  might  not  sign  after 
its  adjournment,  and  this  proposition  was  upheld  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  La  Abra  Silver  Mining  Co.  v.  United  States.^^ 

subject.  They  show  that  the  decisions  of  the  state  courts  with  reference  to 
the  signing  of  state  bills  by  the  governor  after  legislative  adjournment  are 
in  conflict,  with  the  balance  of  authority,  however,  in  support  of  the  practice. 
10  175  U.  S.  423;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  168;  44  L.  ed.  223.  "The  ground  of 
this  contention  is  that  having  met  in  regular  session  at  the  time  appointed 
by  law,  the  first  Monday  of  December,  1892,  and  having  on  the  22d  of  that 
month  (two  days  after  the  presentation  of  the  bill  to  the  President)  by 
the  joint  action  of  the  two  Houses  taken  a  r«%es8  to  a  named  day,  January  4, 
1893,  Congress  was  not  actually  sitting  when  the  President,  on  the  28th 
day  of  December,  1892,  by  signing  it,  formally  approved  the  act  in  question. 
The  proposition,  plainly  stated,  is  that  a  bill  passed  by  Congress  and  duly 
presented  to  the  President  does  not  become  a  law  if  his  approval  be  given 
on  a  day  when  Congress  is  in  recess.  This  implies  that  the  constitutional 
power  of  the  President  to  approve  a  bill  so  as  to  make  it  a  law  is  absolutely 
suspended  while  Congress  is  in  recess  for  a  fixed  time.  It  would  follow  from 
this  that  if  both  Houses  of  Congress  by  their  joint  or  separate  action  were 
in  recess  from  some  Friday  until  the  succeeding  Monday,  the  President  could 
not  dtercise  that  power  on  the  intervening  Saturday.  Indeed,  according  to 
the  argument  of  counsel  the  President  could  not  eflfectively  approve  a  bill 
on  any  day  when  one  of  the  Houses,  by  its  own  separate  action,  was  legally 
in  recess  for  that  day  in  order  that  necessary  repairs  be  made  in  the  room 
in  which  its  sessions  were  being  held.  Yet  many  public  acts  and  joint  resolu- 
tions of  great  importance,  together  with  many  private  acts,  have  been  treated 
as  valid  and  enforcealble,  which  were  approved  by  the  President  during  the 
recesses  of  -Congress  covering  the  Christmas  holidays.  In  the  margin  will 
be  found  a  reference  to  some  of  the  more  recent  of  those  statutes.  Do  the 
words  of  the  Constitution,  reasonably  interpreted,  sustain  the  views  advanced 
for  appellant?  ...  It  is  said  that  the  approval  by  the  President  of  a 
bill  passed  by  Congress  is  not  strictly  an  executive  function,  but  is  legis- 
lative  in  its  nature;  and  this  view,  it  is  argued,  conclusively  shows  that  his 
approval  can  legally  occur  only  on  a  day  when  both  Houses  are  actually 
sitting  in  the  performance  of  legislative  functions.  Undoubtedly  the  Presi- 
dent when  approving  billa  passed  by  Congress  may  be  said  to  participate 
in  the  enactment  of  laws  which  the  Constitution  requires  him  to  execute. 
But  that  consideration  does  not  determine  the  question  before  us.  As  the 
Constitution,  while  authorizing  the  President  to  perform  certain  functions  of 
a  limited  num^r  that  are  legislative  in  their  general  nature,  does  not  re- 
strict the  exercise  of  those  functions  to  the  particular  days  on  which  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress  are  actually  sitting  in  the  transaction  of  public 
business,   the   court   cannot   impose  such   a   restriction    upon   the   Executive. 
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It  is  made  IiU  duty  by  the  CiNiiAtituUoii  to  e^Eamine  and  act  upon  crexy 
bill  passed  by  Congress.  The  time  within  which  he  must  approve  or  dis- 
approve a  bill  is  prescribed.  If  lie  approve  a  bill,  it  is  made  his  duty  to 
sign  it.  Tlie  Constitution  is  siimt  as  to  the  time  of  his  signinqg;  esoeq^t 
that  his  approval  of  a  bill  duly  presented  to  him — if  the  bill  is  to  become  a 
law  merely  by  virtue  of  such  approval  —  must  be  manifested  by  his  signature 
within  ten  days,  Sundays  excepted,  after  tlie  bill  has  been  preeented  to  bin. 
It  necessarily  results  that  a  bill  when  so  signed  becomes  from  that  moment 
a  law.  But  in  order  that  his  refusal  or  failure  to  act  may  not  defeat 
the  will  of  the  people,  as  expressed  by  Congress,  if  a  bill  be  not  approved 
aud  be  not  returned  to  the  House  in  which  it  originated  witliin  that  time, 
it  bocomcs  a  law  in  like  manner  as  if  it  had  teen  signed  by  him.  We 
perceive  notlung  in  these  constitutional  provisions  making  the  approval  of 
a  bill  by  the  President  a  nullity  if  such  approval  occurs  while  the  two 
Houses  of  Congress  are  in  recess  for  a  named  time.  After  the  bill  has  been 
presented  to  the  President,  no  further  action  is  required  by  Congress  in 
respect  of  tliat  bill,  unless  it  be  disapproved  by  him  and  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  the  Constitution  be  returned  for  reconsideration.  It  has  prop- 
erly been  the  practice  of  the  President  to  inform  Congress  by  message  of 
his  approval  of  bills,  so  that  the  fact  may  be  recorded.  But  the  essential 
thing  to  be  done  in  order  that  a  bill  may  become  a  law  by  the  approval 
of  tlie  President  is  that  it  be  signed  within  the  prescribed  time  after  being 
presented  to  him.  That  being  done,  and  as  soon  as  done,  whether  Congress 
is  informed  or  not  by  the  message  from  the  President  of  the  fact  of  his 
approval  of  it,  the  bill  becomes  a  law,  and  is  delivered  to  the  Secretary  of 
State  as  required  by  law.  'Much  of  the  argument  of  counsel  seems  to  rest 
upon  the  provision  in  relation  to  the  final  adjournment  of  Congress  for 
the  session  whereby  tlie  President  is  prevented  from  returning,  within  the 
period  prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  a  bill  that  he  disapproves  and  is 
uiAvilling  to  sign.  But  the  Constitution  places  the  approval  and  disapproval 
of  bills,  as  to  their  becoming  laws,  up)on  a  different  basis.  If  the  President 
does  not  approve  a  bill,  he  is  required  within  a  named  time  to  send 
it  back  for  consideration.  But  if  by  its  action,  after  the  presentation  of 
a  bill  to  the  President  during  the  time  given  him  by  the  Constitution  for 
an  examination  of  its  provisions  and  for  approving  it  by  his  signature. 
Congress  puts  it  out  of  his  power  to  return  it,  not  approved,  within  that 
time  to  the  House  in  which  it  orighiated,  then  the  bill  falls,  and  does  not 
become  a  law.  Whether  the  President  can  sign  a  bill  after  the  final  adjoum- 
roent  of  Congress  for  the  session  is  a  question  not  arising  in  this  case,  and 
haa  not  been  considered  or  decided  by  us.  We  adjudge  —  and  touching  this 
branch  of  the  case  adjudge  nothing  more  —  that  tlie  act  of  1892  having 
been  presented  to  the  President  while  Congress  was  sitting,  and  having  l>een 
signed  by  him  when  Congress  was  in  recess  for  a  specified  time,  but  within 
ten  days,  Sundays  excepted,  after  it  was  so  presented  to  him,  was  effectively 
approved,  and  immediately  became  a  law,  unless  its  provisions  are  repug- 
nant to  the  Constitution." 


CHAPTER  XL. 

THE  GENERAL  POWERS  OF  CONGRESS. 

§  259.  General  Powers. 

In  the  chapters  which  are  immediately  to  follow  will  be  taken 
up  seriatim  the  legislative  powers  of  Congress  except  in  so  far 
as  these  powers  have  been  considered  incidentally  elsewhere  in 
this  treatise. 

In  addition  to  its  legislative  powers  the  Houses  of  Congress 
have  certain  other  powers,  judicial  or  executive  in  character,  such 
as,  for  example,  with  reference  to  impeachments,  to  punishing 
their  members  for  disorderly  conduct,  or  their  expulsion  if  neces- 
sary, the  determination  of  contested  elections,  etc-  Each  House 
of  Congress  has  also,  it  has  been  held,  th&  power  to  obtain  the 
information  necessary  for  an  intelligent  exercise  of  its  law- 
making power,  and  for  this  purpose  to  summon  witnesses,  and 
compel  the  production  of  dw^uments,  and  to  punish  as  contempt 
disobedience  to  orders  thus  given.  These  non-legislative  duties 
are  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  treatise,  and  especially  in  the 
chapters  dealing  with  the  Separation  of  Powers. 

In  some  cases  the  powers  granted  l)y  the  Constitution  are  also 
made  obligations,  and,  in  general,  it  may  be  said  that  where  legis- 
lation is  necessary  to  make  effective  the  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
tution there  is  laid  upon  Congress  the  constitutional  obligation 
to  enact  this  legislation.  At  the  same  time  it  must  be  said  that 
this  obligation  is  an  "  imperfect "  one  in  that  no  legal  means 
exist  for  compelling  its  performance  or  providing  for  what  shall 
be  done  in  the  event  of  its  non-performance.  Thus  the  Constitu- 
tion provides  that  "  The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  vested  in  one  Supreme  Court,  and  in  such  inferior  courts  as 
Congress  may  from  time  to  time  ordain  and  establish."  Should 
Congress  fail  by  legislation  to  establish  these  inferior  judicial 
tribunals  and  to  clothe  them  with  jurisdiction,  there  would  bo 
no  constitutional  means  of  compelling  it  to  do  so.     Indeed,  by 
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failing  as  well  to  provide  for  the  appointment  and  remuneration 
of  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  Congress  might  render  impos- 
sible the  exercise  of  any  federal  judicial  power  whatever.  Once 
established  the  Supreme  Court,  by  the  immediate  effect  of  con- 
stitutional provision,  has  the  original  jurisdiction  provided  for  in 
Section  II  of  Article  I,  but  it  is  unable  to  exercise  any  a,ppellate 
jurisdiction  by  way  of  appeals  either  from  the  state  or  lower  fed- 
eral courts  except  as  Congress  has  by  statute  provided. 

This  is  but  a  single  illustration  of  many  that  might  be  given 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  existence  and  administration  of  the 
federal  government  is  absolutely  dependent  upon  the  action  of 
Congress.  For  it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  principle  which  admits 
of  no  exceptions  that  no  legal  means  exist  for  compelling  a  legis- 
lative body  to  enact  a  given  piece  of  legislation,  or,  indeed,  to 
perform  any  of  its  functions. 

Though,  in  many  respects,  not  self-executory,  and  the  obliga- 
tions created  by  its  provisions  not  enforceable  by  legal  process, 
the  federal  Constitution  is,  it  is  to  be  repeated,  in  all  other  re- 
spects a  law  and  directly  enforceable  as  such  in  the  courts  of  the 
land.  It  is,  as  has  been  already  said,  a  law  legislatively  enacted 
by  the  state  legislatures  or  the  state  conventions  which,  quoad  hoc 
acting  as  a  national  law-making  body,  established  it  and  ratified 
the  amendments  to  it. 


CHAPTER  XLI. 

FEDERAiL  POWERS  OF  TAXATION. 

§  260.  Taxes  Defined. 

Taxes  have  been  defined  by  an  eminent  authority  to  be  "  bur- 
dens or  charges  imposed  by  the  legislative  .power  upon  persons  or 
property  to  raise  money  for  public  purposes."^  The  same  author 
in  another  work  observes  that  they  *'  differ  from  forced  contribu- 
tions, loans,  and  benevolences  of  arbitrary  and  tyrannical  periods 
in  that  they  are  levied  by  authority  of  law,  and  by  some  rule  of 
proportion  which  is  intended  to  insure  uniformity  of  contribu- 
tion, and  a  just  apportionment  of  the  burdens  of  government."* 

The  power  to  tax  is  ordinarily  spoken  of  as  an  incident  of 
sovereignty,  or,  as  a  sovereign  power.  A  more  exact  statement  is, 
however,  that  inasmuch  as  the  raising  of  a  certain  amount  of 
revenue  is  essential  to  the  existence  and  operation  of  a  public 
governing  body,  that  body  has,  even  in  default  of  express  consti- 
tutional grant,  an  implied  power  to  compel  those  subject  to  its 
authority  to  contribute  the  financial  means  necessary  for  its 
support. 

The  levying  of  a  tax,  that  is  to  say,  the  determination  that  a 
given  tax  shall  be  imposed,  assessed  and  collected  in  a  certain 
manner,  is  a  legislative  function.  In  Meriwether  v.  Garrett^  the 
court  say:  "  The  levying  of  taxes  is  not  a  judicial  act.  It  has 
no  elements  of  one.  It  is  a  high  act  of  sovereignty,  to  be  per- 
formed only  by  the  lei^islature  upon  considerations  of  policy, 
necessity  and  the  public  welfare.  In  the  distribution  of  the 
powers  of  government  in  this  country  into  three  departments,  the 
power  of  taxation  falls   to   the  legislative.      It  belongs   to   that 

1  Cooley,  Constitutional  Limitations^  7th  ed.,  p.  678. 

i  Taxation,  Ch.  I. 

«  102  U.  S.  472 ;  26  L.  ed.  197. 
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department  to  (leterniine  what  measures  shall  be  taken  for  the 
public  welfare,  and  to  provide  the  revenues  for  the  support  and 
due  administration  of  the  government  throughout  the  State  in 
all  its  subdivisions.  Having  the  sole  power  to  authorize  the  tax, 
it  must  equally  possess  the  sole  power  to  prescribe  the  means  by 
which  the  tax  shall  be  collected,  and  to  designate  the  officers 
through  whom  it«  will  Bhril  be  ©nforoed.'* 

The  determination  of  the  precise  amomit  of  the  tax  wUch 
each  individual  or  each  piece  of  property  shall  pay  according  to 
the  general  rule  legislatively  laid  down,  is  an  administrative  act. 
The  determination  whether  the  l^i&lative  rule  is,  constitutionally 
£^peakiiig,  a  proper  one,  and  whether  the  admin  i^tratave  officials 
have  properly  followed  it,  as  well  as  observed  all  the  other  require- 
ments of  law,  is,  of  course,  a  judicial  function.  Thus  the  admiih 
istrative  oihcial  must  in  all  cases,  in  his  assessmentfi  bo&  as  to 
classes  of  persons  and  kinds  of  projierty,  and  as  to  rates  of  taxa- 
tion, be  guided  by  the  law.  Upon  tlie  other  hand  the  l^islature, 
when  levying  ad  valorem  taxes,  has  not  the  power  itself,  generally 
speaking,  to  declare  the  vahie  of  a  specific  piece,  or  of  specific 
pieces  of  property  for  taxation  purposes.^  Where,  however,  taxes 
are  laid  not  according  to  values  of  property,  but  upon  jiersons,  as 
a  capitation  tax,  or  upon  occupations,  as  license  fees  and  tolls, 
or  upon  documents,  as  stamp  duties,  or  upon  number  or  quantities 
of  goods  {'^  specific  ''  taxes),  the  legislature  fixes  in  each  case  the 
amoimt  of  the  contribution. 

§  261.  Tasoition  and  Eminent  Domain. 

The  lev\'ing  and  collection  of  taxes  amounts,  of  course,  to  the 
taking  of  private  property  for  a  public  use,  but  the  taxing  po^ve^ 
is  distinct  from  that  of  eminent  domain.  When  property  is  taken 
in  exercise"  of  the  latter  power  the  Fifth  Amendment  requires 
that  the  Federal  Go^'ernment  shall  make  just  compensation. 
AYhen,  however,  property  is  taken  under  the  taxing  power  the 

^This  question  will  be  further  considered  in  connection  with  the  eubjcct 
of  special  assessments. 
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perscBU  BO  taxed  are  held  eAmpeosated  by  the  apeeial  benefits 
reeeiTed.  Coolej  observes  that  while  taxation  and  eminent 
domain  rest  Tqtom  substantially  the  saoEie  basis  in  that  they  both 
imply  the  taking  erf  private  property  for  the  public  use,  the  eom- 
pensotiim  made  is  different  in  the  two  eases.  "  When  taxation 
takes  money  for  the  public  use,  the  taxpayer  reoeives,  or  is  sup- 
posed to  receive,  his  just  compensation  in  the  protection  which 
government  affords  to  life,  liberty,  and  property,  in  the  public 
conveniences  which  it  provides,  and  in  the- increase  in  the  value 
of  possessions  which  eomes  from  use  to  which  the  government 
applies  the  money  raised  by  the  tax.;  and  these  benefits  amply 
support  the  individual  burden."** 

§  262.  The  Extent  of  the  Taxi&g  Picmer. 

"The  power  to  tax  is,  from  its  very  nature,  one  of  the  most 
important  powers  possessed  by  the  State.  Aside  from  express 
constitutional  limitations,  the  power  places  every  person,  every 
occupation,  and  all  fomra  of  property  subject  to  such  pecuniary 
burdens  as  the  l^islature  may  see  fi^t  to  impose,  the  manner  of 
apportioning  and  enforcing  the  collections  of  the  contributions 
levied  being  within  the  discretion  of  the  law-making  body  which 
imposes  them. 

A  dassie  statement  of  the  extent  of  the  taxing  power  is  that 
of  Mardudl  in  MeCulloch  v.  Maryland.^  Marshall  says :  '^  The 
power  of  taxing  the  people  and  their  property  is  essential  to  the 
very  existence  of  government,  and  may  be  legitimately  exercised 
on  the  objects  to  which  it  is  applicable  to  the  utmost  extent  to 
whidi  the  government  may  choose  to  carry  it  The  only  security 
against  the  abuse  of  this  power  is  found  in  the  structure  of  the 
governi1|ent  itself.  In  imposing  a  tax,  the  legislature  acts  upon 
its  constituents.  This  is,  in  general,  a  sufficient  security  against 
erroneous  and  oppressive  taxaticm.  The  people  of  a  State,  there- 
fore, give  to  their  government  a  right  of  taxing  themselves  and 

^  Const,  lAm.f  7th  ed.,  p.  715. 
« 4  Wh.  316 ;  4  L.  ed.  579. 
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their  property,  and  as  the  exigencies  of  the  government  cannot 
be  limited,  they  prescribe  no  limit  to  the  exercise  of  this  right, 
resting  confidently  on  the  interest  of  the  legislator  and  on  the 
influence  of  the  constituents  over  their  representatives  to  guard 
themselves  against  its  abusa"  "  The  power  to  tax,"  Marshall 
concludes,  "  involves  the  power  to  destroy." 

§  263.  The  Use  of  the  Taxing  Power,  not  for  Revenue  but  for 
Regulation. 

By  definition  and  by  primary  purpose  a  tax  is  a  means  whereby 
a  public  governing  power  seeks  to  secure  a  revenue.  It  has  been 
generally  held,  however,  that  a  tax  may  be  levied  avowedly  and 
exclusively  not  for  revenue  but  as  a  means  for  regulating  a  matter 
which  is  within  the  legislature's  power  to  control.  Thus  in 
Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno^  the  power  of  Congress  to  levy  a  tax  as  a 
means  of  regulating  the  currency  is  upheld,  Chief  Justice  Chase 
rendering  the  opinion.  The  court  say :  "  Having  thus,  in  the 
exerpise  of  undisputed  constitutional  powers,  undertaken  to  pro- 
vide a  currency  for  the  whole  country,  it  cannot  be  questioned 
that  Congress  may,  constitutionally,  secure  the  benefit  of  it  to 
the  people  by  appropriate  legislation.  To  this  end,  Congress  has 
denied  the  quality  of  legal  tender  to  foreign  coins,  and  has  pro- 
vided by  law  against  the  imposition  of  counterfeit  and  base  coin 
in  the  community.  To  the  same  end,  Congress  may  restrain,  by 
suitable  enactments,  the  circulation  as  money  of  any  notes  not 
issued  under  its  own  authority.  Without  this  power,  indeed,  its 
attempts  to  secure  a  sound  and  uniform  currency  for  the  country 
must  be  futile.  Viewed  in  this  light,  as  well  as  in  the  other  light 
of  a  duty  on  contracts  or  property,  we  cannot  doubt  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  tax  under  consideration."  i 

In  the  so-called  Head  Money  Ceases  —  Edye  v.  Robertson®-— 
was  contested  an  act  of  Congress  of  1882  which,  for  the  regula- 
tion of  immigration,  imposed  upon  the  owners  of  steam  or  sailing 

vessels  bringing  passengers  from  a  foreign  port  into  the  Cnited 
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f  8  WaH.  533 ;   19  L.  ed.  482. 

•  112  U.  S.  580;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  247;  28  L.  ed.  798. 
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States,  a  tax  of  fifty  cents  for  every  such  passenger.  To  this 
law  it  was  objected  that  it  was  not  levied  to  provide  for  the  com- 
mon defense  and  general  welfare  of  the  United  States  and  that 
it  was  not  uniform  throughout  the  United  States  as  required  by 
the  Constitution.  After  disposing  of  the  question  of  uniformity, 
the  court  say :  "  But  the  true  answer  to  all  these  questions  is, 
that  the  power  exercised  in  this  instance  is  not  the  taxing  power. 
The  burden  imposed  on  the  ship  owner  by  this  statute  is  the  mere 
incident  of  the  regulation  of  commerce,  of  that  branch  of 
foreign  commerce  which  is  involved  in  immigration.  The  title 
of  the  Act,  'An  Act  to  Regulate  Immigration,'  is  well  chosen. 
It  describes  as  well  as  any  short  sentence  can  describe  it,  the  real 
purpose  and  effect  of  the  statute.  Its  provisions,  from  beginning 
to  end,  relate  to  the  subject  of  immigration,  and  they  are  aptly 
designed  to  mitigate  the  evils  inherent  in  the  business  of  bring- 
ing foreigners  to  this  country,  as  those  evils  affect  both  the  immi- 
grant and  the  people  among  whom  he  is  suddenly  brought  and 
left  to  his  own  resources.  It  is  true  not  much  is  said  about  pro- 
tecting the  ship  owner.  But  he  is  the  man  who  reaps  the  profit 
from  the  transaction,  who  has  the  means  to  protect  himself  and 
knows  well  how  to  do  it,  and  whose  obligations  in  the  premises 
need  the  aid  of  the  statute  for  their  enforcement.  The  siun 
demanded  of  him  is  not,  therefore,  strictly  speaking,  a  tax  or 
duty  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution.  The  money  thus 
raised,  though  paid  into  the  Treasury,  is  appropriated  in  advance 
to  the  uses  of  this  statute,  and  does  not  go  to  the  general  support 
of  the  government.  It  constitutes  a  fund  raised  from  those  who 
are  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  these  passengers,  and  who 
make  a  profit  out  of  it,  for  the  temporary  care  of  the  passengers 
whom  they  bring  among  us  and  for  the  protection  of  the  citizens 
among  whom  they  are  landed.  If  this  is  an  expedient  regula- 
tion of  commerce  by  Congress,  and  the  end  to  be  attained  is  one 
falling  within  that  power,  the  Act  is  not  void  because,  within 
a  loose  and  more  extended. sense  than  was  used  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, it  is  called  a  tax." 
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In  Packet  Co.  v.  Keokuk,*  and  Packet  Co.  v.  St  Lomia*^  immic- 
ipal  oiAnftnces  imposing  taxes  for  the  use  of  wharves  belonging 
to  the  cities,  the  amount  of  which  wsa  regulated  by  the  tannage 
of  the  resaels,  were  held  not  to  be  tonnage  taxes  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  constitutional  provision  that  "  no  State  shall,  without 
the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any  duty  of  tonnage." 

In  these  cases  it  is  seen  that  tlie  view  taken  is  that  though  the 
laws  levy  a  contribution  to  the  State  and  thus  result  in  a  revenue 
to  the  "State,  they  are  not,  correctly  speaking,  tax  laws  at  alL  Not 
being,  in  fact,  tax  laws,  they  are  not  subject  to  the  constitutional 
limitations  upon  revenue  measures  as  regards  uniformitj,  appor- 
tionment, etc. 

A  different  proposition  from  the  one  just  discussed,  is  that  a 
legislature,  by  a  law  framed  as  a  tax  measure,  may,  in  effect, 
subject  to  regulation  or  even  to  destruction  an  enterprise  over 
which  it  has  no  direct  power  of  control.  This  point  was  squarely 
raised,  with  reference  to  the  power  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  comparatively  recent  case  of  McGray  v.  United  States,'* 
decided  in  1904. 

In  this  case  was  questioned  the  constitutionality  of  a  law  of 
Congress  levying  a  tax  of  ten  cents  a  poimd  upon  oleomargarine, 
artificially  colored  to  look  like  butter.  The  contention  was  that 
this  rate  was  so  high  as  to  be  surely  prohibitive  of  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  such  oleomargarine,  and  that,  therefore,  it 
was  to  be  presumed  that  the  motive  of  those  enacting  the  law 
was  not  that  a  revenue  should  be  secured  for  the  Federal  Grovem- 
ment,  but  that  the  manufacture  should  be  prevented ;  and  this,  it 
was  argued,  rendered  the  law  an  unconstitutional  effort  upon 
the  part  of  Congress  to  regulate  the  manufacture  of  a  commodity 
within  the  States.  The  Supreme  Court,  however,  held  that  the 
law  being  upon  its  face  a  re^'enue  measure,  its  ultimate  effect  or 
the  motives  of  its  enactors  might  not  be  judicially  inquired  into. 
The  scope  and  effect  of  a  law  may  be  inquired  into,  the  court  say, 
to  determine  whether  the  act  is,  in  general  character,  within  tie 

legislative  power  of  Congress,  but,  that  determined  in  the  affirma- 
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»05  U.  S.   80:   24  L.  o.6.  377. 

10  100  U.  S.  423 ;  25  L.  ed.  688. 

"  195  U.  S.  27 ;  24  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  769 ;  49  L.  ed.  78. 
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tive,  the  measure  may  not  be  invalidated  because  of  eonseqnences 
that  may  arise  from  its  enforcement  ^  Undoubtedly/'  the 
opinion  declares,  ^  in  determining  whether  a  particular  act  is 
within  the  granted  power,  its  scope  and  effect  is  to  be  considered. 
Applying  this  rule  to  the  acts  assailed,  it  is  self-evident  that  on 
their  face  they  levy  an  excise  tax.  This  being  their  necessary 
scope  and  operation,  it  follows  that  the  acts  are  within  the  grant 
of  power." 

In  Knowlton  v.  Moore®  it  was  argued  that  inheritance  taxes 
levied  by  Congress  were  unconstitutional  in  that  the  effect  of  their 
extreme  enforcement  would  or  might  be  to  destroy  the  right  to 
succession  to  property  on  Ae  occasion  of  death,  a  subject  beyond 
the  control  of  Congress.  As  to  this  the  court  say :  ^  This  principle 
is  pertinent  only  when  there  is  no  power  to  tax  a  particular  sub- 
ject, and  has  no  relation  to  a  case  where  such  right  exists.  In 
other  words,  the  power  to  destroy,  which  may  be  the  consequence 
of  taxation,  is  a  reason  only  that  the  right  to  tax  should  be  con- 
fined to  subjects  which  may  be  lawfully  embraced  therein,  even 
athongh  it  happens  that  in  some  particular  instance  no  great  harm 
may  be  caused  by  the  exercise  of  the  taxing  authority  as  to  a  sub- 
ject which  is  beyond  its  scope.  But  this  reasoning  has  no  appli- 
cation to  a  lawful  tax,  for  if  it  had  there  would  be  an  end  of  all 
taxation;  that  is  to  say,  if  a  lawful  tax  can  be  defeated  because 
the  power  which  is  manifested  by  its  imposition  may,  when  fur- 
ther exercised,  be  destructive  it  would  follow  that  every  lawful 
tax  would  become  unlawful,  and  therefore  no  taxation  whatever 
could  be  levied."'* 

The  McCray  case  is,  it  will  be  seen,  in  one  respect  the  opposite 
of  Veazie  v.  Fenno  and  the  Head  Money  Cases,  in  that  it  holds 
the  law  in  question  to  be  a  tax  law  and  constitutional  because  it 
is  such;  whereas,  in  the  earlier  cases,  the  laws  were  justified  as 
being,  in  real  character,  not  revenue  measures  at  all,  and,  there- 
fore, not  subject  to  the  limitations  constitutionally  imposed  upon 

Congress  when  enacting  revenue  laws. 
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«178  U.  S.  41;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747;  44  L.  ed.  969. 

12  For  a  criticism  of  MoCray  v.  United  States,  see  Michigan  Law  Review, 
VT,  277,  article  entitled  "  May  Congress  Levy  Money  Exactions,  Designated 
•Taxes/  Solely  for  the  Purpose  of  Destruction?" 
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§  264.  Federal  Powers  of  Taxation. 

^y  section  VIII  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution,  Congress  is 
given  the  general  power  "  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  im- 
posts and  excises."** 

§  266.  "  Tax,"  "  Duty,"  "  Impost,"  and  "  Excise  "  Defined. 

Duty  and  impost  have  a  broad  signification  which  makes  them 
practically  synonymous  with  the  general  term  tax ;  more  generally, 
however,  they  are  given  a  narrower  meaning  according  to  which 
they  become  equivalent  to  customs  or  customs  dues,  that  is,  to 
taxes  levied  upon  goods  imported  from  foreign  countries. 

An  excise  is  an  inland  tax  upon  manufacture  or  retail  sale 
of  commodities.  It  is  thus  often  termed  a  consumption  tax.  In 
the  United  States  the  excise  taxes  are  more  generally  known  as 
internal  revenue  duties.** 

The  general  power  to  levy  taxes  being  given,  the  Constitution 
enumerates  duties,  imposts  and  excises  as  the  classes  of  taxes 
which  are  to  be  levied  uniformly  throughout  the  United  States.** 

§  266.  Limitations  Upon  the  Federal  Taxing  Power. 

The  power  of  taxation  given  to  the  Federal  Government  is  com- 
prehensive and  complete,  embracing  all  possible  subjects  and 
modes  of  taxation  except  in  so  far  as  the  Constitution,  in  other 
clauses,  expressly  limits  the  power,  or  except  in  so  far  as  limita- 
tions may  be  implied  from  the  general  character  of  the  American 
constitutional  system.  The  express  limitations  are:  (1)  That 
"  all  duties,  imposts,  and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the 

United  States;"*^   (2)   that  **  no  capitation  or  other  direct  tax 

I  — ■ — — - — -• 

1*  The  clause  continues :  "  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common 
defense  and  general  welfare  of  the  United  States."  That  this  is  not  a  gen- 
eral grant  of  power  to  the  United  States  to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for 
the  common  defense  and  general  welfare,  but  is  merely  a  statement  of  the 
purpose  for  which  the  power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  etc.,  is  granted.  See 
ante.  Section  22.  Cf.  Story,  Commentaries,  §§  902-926;  Tucker,  Constitution, 
§  222:  The  License  Tax  Cases,  5  Wall.  462;  18  L.  ed.  497;  Knowlton  v.  Moore, 
178  U.  S.  41 ;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747;  44  L.  ed.  969. 

15  For  a  discussion  of  the  various  definitions  of  excise,  duty  and  impoft, 
see  Pacific  Insurance  Co.  v.  Soule,  7  Wall.  433;  19  L.  ed.  95. 

i«Hylton  V.  United  States,  3  Dall.  171;  1  L.  ed.  656. 

"Art.  I,  Sec.  VIII,  CI.  1. 
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shall  be  laid,  unless  in  proportion  to  the  census  or  enumeration 
hereinbefore  directed  to  be  taken;'®  and  (3)  that  "  no  tax  or  duty 
shall  be  laid  on  articles  exported  from  any  State.'® 

The  implied  limitations  upon  the  federal  taxing  power  arc 
those  that  relate  to  the  general,  if  not  absolute,  exenxption  of 
state  governmental  agencies  from  federal  interference,  whether 
by  way  of  taxation  or  otherwise,^  and  those  arising  out  of  all 
the  express  limitations  upon  the  Federal  Government,  which,  of 
course,  are  as  operative  when  the  Federal  Government  is  exercis- 
ing its  taxing  powers,  as  it  is  when  employing  any  of  the  other 
rights  .possessed  by  it.  Thus,  for  example,  the  United  States 
may  not,  under  the  guise  of  a  tax,  take  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  ^v^uvU- 

§  267.  Due  Process  of  Law  and  Taxation. 

We  have  already  seen  that  the  taking  of  private  property  by 
the  State  in  exercise  of  the  taxing  power  is  not  brought  within 
the  constitutional  requirement,  applicable  in  the  case  of  property 
taken  under  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  that  direct  pecuniary 
compensation  therefor  shall  be  made.  In  like  manner  the  taking 
of  private  property  in  the  form  of  taxes,  is  not,  in  itself,  a  taking 
of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

In  Davidson  v.  New  Orleans^^  the  Supreme  Court  after  con- 
sidering the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "  due  process  of  law  "  as  em- 
ployed in  the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  and  after  adverting  to  the 
difficulty  of  stating  affirmatively  and  completely  the  protection 
afforded  by  it,  go  on  to  say  that  they  can  at  least  state  some  of 
the  cases  which  do  not  fall  within  its  application,  and  among 
these,  they  say,  "  we  lay  down  the  following  propositions  as 
applicable  to  the  case  before  us:  that  whenever  by  the  laws  of  a 
State,  or  by  state  authority,  a  tax,  assessment,  servitude,  or  other 
burden  is  imposed  upon  property  for  the  public  use,  whether  it 
be  of  the  whole  State  or  of  some  more  limited  portion  of  the 

18  Art.  I,  Sec.  VII,  CI.  4. 

19  Art.  I,  Sec.  VIII,  CI.  5. 

20  See  Sections  57-60. 

«i  96  U.  S.  97 ;  24  L.  ed.  616 
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community,  and  thoae  laws  provide  for  a  mode  of  confinoing  or 
contesting  the  charge  thus  impo&ed,  in  the  ordinarj  eoorta  of 
justice,  with  such  notice  to  the  peracni  or  sndi  proceeding  bk 
regard  to  the  property  as  is  appropntfite  to  the  natvone  <d  the  case, 
the  judgment  in  such  proceedings  caonot  be  said  to  d^crve  the 
owner  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law,  however 
obnoxious  it  may  be  to  other  objeetioiDab  It  may  violate  some 
provision  of  the  state  Coostitutioa  against  unfgnal  taxation^  hot 
the  Federal  Grovemment  imposes  no*  restrainta  oil  the  Stajtes  in 
that  r^ard.  ...  It  is  said  thai  plaimtifPs  proper^  had  pre- 
viously been  assessed  for  the  same  purpose^  and  the  assessBaent 
paid.  If  this  be  m«ant  ta  desij  the  right  of  the  Staite  to  tax  or 
as<5ess  property  twice  for  the  same  purpose,  we  know  of  no  provi- 
sion in  the  federal  Constitution  which  forbids  this,  or  which 
forbids  unequal  taxation  by  tlie  States*  If  tfce  act  under  which 
the  former  assessment  was  made  is  relied  on  as  a  contract  against 
further  assessments  for  th-e  same  purpose,  we  concur  with  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana*  in  being  xmable  to  disecwrer  such  a 
contract." 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  apparent  that  the  taking  of  privjite^ 
property  in  the  form  of  taxes  is  not,  in  itself,  a  tdring  of  private 
property  without  due  process  of  law  because  no  direct  coHapensa- 
tion  is  made  for  the  property  thus  taken.  Though  tlipe  taking  of  the 
property  in  the  form  of  a  tax  is  thu*  not  in  itself  a  taking  without 
due  process,  it  may  become  s^uch  by  reason  of  the  p«]^se  ior 
which,  or  the  manner  in  which,  tlie  tax  is  levied,  assessed  and 
collected. 

Due  process  of  law  obliges  the  United  States  as  well  as  the 
individual  States,  in  the  exercise  of  their  taxing  .powers,  to  coar 
form  to  the  f oltowing  rules : 

1.  That  the  tax  shall  be  for  a  public  purpose. 

2.  That  it  shall  operate  uniformly  upon  those  subject  to  it. 

3.  That  eitlier  the  person  or  the  property  taxed  shall  be  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  government  levying  the  tax. 

4.  That' in  the  assessment  and  collection  of  the  tax  certain 
guarantees  against  injustice  to  individuals,  especially  by  way  of 
notice  and  opportunity  for  a  hearing,  shall  be  provided. 
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§  268.  Taxation  Must  Be  for  a  Public  Purpose. 

A  tax  being  in  the  eyes  of  the  law  an  enforced  contribution 
upon  jxirsons  or  property  to  raise  money  for  a  public  purpose,  it 
follows  that  where  this  public  purpose  is  absent,  the  contri- 
bution sought  to  be  enforced  cannot  be  justified  as  a  tax  but 
amounts  to  an  attempt  to  take  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  The  validity  of  this  proposition  is  beyond  dispute,  but 
judicial  records  furnish  compaxatively  few  instances  of  tax  levies 
being  held  void  for  this  reason.  This  is  due,  in  the  first  place, 
to  the  fact  that  not  often  do  the  laws  expressly  state  the  purpose 
for  which  a  tax  is  levied ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  where  this  pur- 
pose is  stated,  the  courts  will,  in  deference  to  the  legislative  jud^ 
ment,  construe  the  purpose  to  be  a  public  one  if  it  is  possible  to 
do  so.  In  J3roadhead  v.  City  of  ^lilwaukeer^  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Wisconfiin  say:  "To  justify  the  court  in  arresting  the  pro- 
ceedings and  declaring  the  tax  void  the  absence  of  all  possible 
public  interest  in  the  purpose  for  which  the  funds  are  raised 
must  be  clear  and  palpable  to  every  mind  at  the  first  blush." 

A  leading  federal  case  with  reference  to  this  subject  is  that  of 
Loan  Association  v.  Topeka.'^  This  case  did  not  involve  a  law 
levying  a  tax,  but  one  authorizing  towns  to  issue  bonds  payable 
to  private  manufacturing  companies  to  encourage  and  aid  them 
in  establishing  their  plants  witliin  their  respective  limits.  It  was 
held  by  the  court  that  inasmuch  as  taxes  would  have  to  )oe  levied 
for  the  payment  of  these  bonds,  the  law  in  effect  attempted  to 
authorize  the  towns  to  le\'v  taxes  in  aid  and  encoura«rement  of  a 
private  enterprise  and  was,  therefore,  void.  In  its  opinion  the 
court  say:  "  The  subject  of  the  aid  voted  to  railroads  by  counties 
and  towns  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  courts  of 
almost  every  State  in  the  Union.  It  has  been  tlioroughly  dis- 
cussed and  is  still  the  subject  of  discussion  in  those  courts.  It 
is  quite  true  that  a  decided  preponderance  of  authority  is  to  be 
found  in  favor  of  the  proposition  that  the  legislatures  of  the 
States,  unless  restricted  by  some  special  provisions  of  their  Con- 

a  19  Wis.  624. 

23  20  Wall.  655;  22  L.  ed.  455. 
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stitutions,  may  confer  upon  these  municipal  bodies  the  right  to 
take  stock  in  corporations  created  to  build  railroads,  and  to  lend 
their  credit  to  such  corporations.  Also  to  levy  the  necessary  taxes 
on  the  inhabitants,  and  on  property  within  their  limits  subject 
to  general  taxation,  to  enable  them  to  pay  the  debts  thus  incurred. 
But  very  few  of  these  courts  have  decided  this  without  a  division 
among  the  judges  of  which  they  were  composed,  while  others 
have  decided  against  the  existence  of  the  power  altogether. 
State  V.  Wapello,  13  Iowa,  386;  Hanson  v.  Vernon,  27  la. 
2«8;  Sharpless  v.  Mayor,  2^1  Pa.  St.  147;  Whiting  v.  Fond 
du  Lac,  25  Wis.  188.  In  all  these  cases,  however,  the  de- 
cision has  turned  upon  the  quesdon  whether  the  taxation  by 
which  this  aid  was  afforded  to  the  building  of  railroads  was 
for  a  public  purpose.  Those  who  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
it  was,  held  the  laws  for  that  purpose  valid.  Those  who 
could  not  reach  that  conclusion  held  them  void.  In  all  the 
controversy  this  has  been  the  turning  point  of  the.  judgments 
of  the  courts.  And  it  is  safe  to  say  that  no  court  has  held 
debts  created  in  aid  of  railroad  companies  by  counties  as  valid 
on  any  other  ground  than  that  the  purpose  for  which  the  taxes 
were  levied  was  a  public  use,  a  purpose  or  object  which  it  was 
the  right  and  the  duty  of  state  governments  to  assist  by  money 
raised  from  the  people  by  taxation.  The  argument  in  opposition 
to  this  power  has  been,  that  railroads  built  by  corporations  organ- 
ized mainly  for  the  purpose  of  gain  —  the  roads  which  they  built 
being  under  their  control,  and  not  that  of  the  State  —  were  pri- 
vate and  not  public  roads,  and  the  tax  assessed  on  the  people  went 
to  swell  the  profits  of  individuals  and  not  to  the  good  of  the  State, 
or  the  benefit  of  the  public,  except  in  a  remote  and  collateral  way. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  said  that  roads,  canals^  bridges,  navi- 
gable streams  and  all  other  highways  had  in  all  times  been  matter 
of  public  concern.  That  such  channels  of  travel  and  of  the  carry- 
ing business  had  always  been  established,  improved,  regulated  by 
the  State,  and  that  the  railroad  had  not  lost  this  character,  because 
constructed  by  private  enterprise,  aggregated  into  a  corporation. 
We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  latter  view  of  it  is  not  the 
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true  one,  especially  as  there  are  other  characteristics  of  a  public 
nature  conferred  on  these  corporations,  such  as  the  power  to 
obtain  right  of  way,  their  subjection  to  the  laws  which  govern 
common  carriers,  and  the  like,  which  seem  to  justify  the  proposi- 
tion. Of  the  disastrous  consequences  which  have  followed  its 
recognition  by  the  courts  and  which  were  predicted  when  it  was 
first  established  there  can  be  no  doubt.  But  in  the  case  before 
us,  in  which  the  towns  are  authorized  to  contribute  aid  by  way 
of  taxation  to  any  class  of  manufacturers,  there  is  no  difficulty 
in  holding  that  this  is  not  such  a  public  purpose  as  we  have  been 
considering.  If  it  be  said  that  a  benefit  results  to  the  local  public 
of  a  town  by  establishing  manufactures,  the  same  may  be  said 
of  any  other  business  or  pursuit  which  employs  capital  or  labor. 
The  merchant,  the  mechanic,  the  inn-keeper,  the  banker,  the 
builder,  the  steamboat  owner  are  equally  promoters  of  the  public 
good,  and  equally  deserving  the  aid  of  the  citizens  by  forced  con- 
tributions. N^o  line  can  be  drawn  in  favor  of  the  manufacturer 
which  would  not  open  the  coffers  of  the  public  treasury  to  the 
importunities  of  two-thirds  of  the  business  men  of  the  city  or 
town." 

The  purpose  for  which  local  governing  bodies  may  be  author- 
ized to  lay  and  collect  taxes  must  be  not  only  public  in  chai'acter, 
but  must,  generally  speaking,  relate  strictly  to  the  locality  con- 
cerned. In  other  words,  a  State  may  not  compel  a  local  body  to 
levy  a  local  tax  for  the  benefit  wholly  or  in  considerable  part  of 
another  community.^ 

M  In  Morford  v.  linger  (8  Iowa,  82)  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  say:  "  Con- 
ceding to  the  General  Assembly  a  wide  range  of  discretion  as  to  the  objects 
of  taxation,  the  kind  of  property  to  be  made  liable,  and  the  extent  of 
the  territory  within  which  the  local  tax  may  operate,  there  must  be  some 
limit  to  this  legislative  discretion,  which,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  criterion, 
is  held  to  consist  in  the  discrimination  to  be  made  between  what  may 
reasonably  be  deemed  a  just  tax,  one  which  a  just  compensation  is  pro- 
vided in  the  objects  to  which  it  is  to  bo  devoted,  and  that  which  is  palpably 
not  a  tax,  but  which,  under  the  form  of  a  tax,  is  the  taking  of  private  prop- 
erty for  the  public  use  without  just  compensation.  If  there  be  such  a 
flagrant  and  palpable  departure  from  equality  in  the  burden  imposed,  if  it  be 
imposed  for  the  benefit  of  others,  and  for  purposes  in  which  those  objecting 
have  no  Interest,  and  are,  therefore,  not  bound  to  contribute,  it  is  no  matter 
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§  269.  Power  of  Congress  to  Appropriate  Money. 

A  parity  of  reasoning  would  seem  to  provide  the  principle  that 
inasmuch  as  taxes  must  be  for  a  pnblie  purpose,  an  appropriation 
of  the  proceeds  of  taxes  should  be  for  a  public  parpose.  Further- 
more, it  would  seem  to  be  not  unreasonable  to  argue  that  the 
Federal  Government  being  one  of  limited  enumerated  powers, 
Congress  has  not  the  authority  to  appropriate  money  except  as 
required  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  thus  constitutionally 
laid  upon  it  In  fact,  however,  the  limitation  that  an  appropria- 
tion should  be  for  a  public  purpose  has  be^i  without  practical 
eflFect,  as  the  courts  have  in  no  case  attempted  to  hold  invalid  an 
appropriation  by  Congress  on  the  ground  that  it  has  been  for  a 
purpose  not  public  in  character;  and,  as  regards  the  restriction 
that  appropriations  shall  be  in  aid  of  enterprises  which  the  Fed- 
eral Goveniment  is  empowered  to  undertake,  the  doctrine  has 
become  an  established  one  that  Congress  may  appropriate  money 
in  aid  of  matters  which  the  Federal  Government  is  not  consti- 
tutionally able  to  administer  and  regulate. 

The  authority  of  Congress  to  appropriate  money  for  internal 
improvements  within  a  State,  although  the  Federal  Government 
has  not  itself  the  authority  to  construct  or  operate  such  improve- 
ments, is  discussed  bv  President  Monroe  in  connection  with  the 
veto  in  1822  of  the  Cumberland  Boad  Bill,  and  by  President 
Jackson  in  his  veto  in  1830  of  the  Maysville  Turnpike  Bill. 

In  a  paper  entitled  "  Views  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  on  tlie  Subject  of  Internal  Improvements,"  submitted  in 
connection  with  his  veto,  President  Monroe  takes  the  position  that 
though  Congress  has  not  the  constitutional  power  to  provide  for 
the  construction  or  operation  under  federal  direction  of  roads, 
canals  or  other  internal  improvements  within  the  States,  it  has 
the  power  to  appropriate  money  in  aid  of  such  impro\'ements. 

in  what  form  the  power  is  exercised  —  whether  in  the  unequal  levy  of  the 
tax,  or  in  tlie  reguJation  of  the  boundaries  of  local  govemmeut,  which  re- 
sults in  subjecting  the  party  unjustly  to  local  taxes,  it  must  be  regarded 
as  coming  within  tlie  prohibition  of  the  Constitution  designed  to  protect 
private  rights  against  aggression,  however  made,  and  whether  under  tlie 
color  of  recognized  power  or  not."    Cf.  ilcGehee,  Due  Process  of  Low,  231. 
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The  constitutional  grant  to  Congress  of  tha  power  *^  to  lay  and 
ooUect  taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises,  to  paj  the  debts  and 
provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare  of  the 
United  States,"  he  very  correctly  argnes  does  not  operate  to  vest 
in  the  General  Government  any  additional  powers  of  control,  but 
solely  to  authorize  that  gova'nment  to  raise  revenues  and  to 
appropriate  money  to  the  purposes  specified.  These  purposes, 
however,  he  maintains,  are  broad  enough  to  enable  Congress  to 
appropriate  money  in  aid  of  enterprises  which  the  General  Gov- 
ernment cannot  undertake  or  directly  control.^ 

25  Monroe's  argument  is  as  foHows:  ''A  power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes, 
duties,  imposts  and  excises,  subjects  to  the  caU  of  Congress  every  branch  of 
the  public  revenue,  internal  and  external,  and  the  addition  to  paj  the  debts 
and  provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general  welfare  gives  the  right  of 
applying  the  money  raised  —  that  is,  of  appropriating  it  to  the  purposes 
sjiecified  according  to  a  proper  construction  of  the  terms,  ^nce  it  follows 
that  it  is  the  first  part  of  tlie  clause  only  which  gives  a  power  which  affects 
in  any  manner  the  power  remaining  to  the  States,  as  the  power  to  raise 
money  from  the  people,  whether  it  be  by  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  or  excises, 
though  concurrent  in  the  States  as  to  taxes  and  excises,  must  necessarily  do. 
But  the  use  or  application  of  the  money  after  it  is  raised  is  a  power  alto- 
gffther  of  a  different  character.  It  imposes  no  burden  on  the  people,  nor  can 
it  act  on  them  in  a  sense  to  take  power  from  the  States  or  in  any  sense 
in  which  power  can  be  controverted,  or  become  a  question  between  the  t\^'0 
Governments.  Tlie  application  of  money  raised  under  a  lawful  power  is  a 
right  or  grant  which  may  be  abused.  It  may  be  applied  partially  among 
the  States,  or  to  improper  purposes  in  our  foreign  and  domestic  concerns; 
b)it  still  it  is  a  power  not  felt  in  tlie  sense  of  other  power,  since  the  only 
complaint  which  any  State  can  make  of  such  partiality  and  abuse  is  that 
some  other  State  or  States  have  obtained  greater  benefit  from  the  applica- 
tion than  by  a  just  rule  of  apportionment  they  were  entitled  to.  The  right 
of  appropriation  is  therefore  from  its  nature  secondary  and  incidental  to  the 
right  of  raising  money,  and  it  was  proper  to  place  it  in  the  same  grant  and 
same  clause  with  that  right.  By  finding  them,  then,  in  that  order  we  see  a 
new  proof  of  the  sense  in  which  the  grant  was  made,  corresponding  with  the 
view  herein  taken  of  it." 

Having  explained  that  the  grant  is  one  of  simply  a  power  to  appropriate, 
Monroe  ih&a  considers  tlie  extent  to  which  this  power  may  be  carried.  He 
writes:  *'It  is  contended  on  the  one  side  that  as  the  National  Government 
is  a  government  of  limited  powers  it  has  no  right  to  expend  money  except  in 
the  performance  of  acts  authorized  by  otlier  specific  grants  according  to  a 
strict  construction  of  their  powers;  that  this  grant  in  neither  of  its  branches 
^ves  to  Congress  discretionary  power  of  any  kind,  but  is  a  mere  instrument 
in  its  hands  to  carry  into  effect  the  powers  contained  in  the  other  grants. 
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In  President  Jackson's  veto  of  the  Maysville  Road  Bill  prac- 
tically the  same  constitutional  position  as  that  taken  bj  Monroe 
is  assumed;  the  appropriation  in  this  case,  however,  is  vetoed 

upon  the  ground  that  the  improvement  in  question  was,  in  the 

.. ■ —      ^^^— — ^^^—      — ^— ^^^^ 

To  this  construction  I  was  inclined  in  the  more  early  stage  of  our  Groyem- 
nieut;  but  on  further  reflection  and  observation  my  mind  has  undergone  a 
change,  for  reasons  which  I  will  frankly  unfold.  The  grant  consists,  as  here- 
tofore observed,  of  a  t"^ofold  power  —  the  first  to  raise,  the  second  to  appro- 
priate, the  public  money  —  and  the  terms  used  in  both  instances  are  general 
and  unqualified.  Each  branch  was  obviously  drawn  with  a  view  to  the  other, 
and  the  import  of  each  tends  to  illustrate  that  of  the  other.  The  grant  to 
raise  money  gives  a  power  over  every  subject  from  which  revenue  may  be 
drawn,  and  is  made  in  the  same  manner  with  the  grants  to  declare  war,  to 
raise  and  support  armies  and  a  navy,  to  regulate  commerce,  to  e6ta2)Ii9h 
post-offices  and  post-roads,  and  with  all  the  other  specific  grants  to  the  General 
Government.  In  the  discharge  of  the  powers  contained  in  any  of  these  grants 
there  is  no  other  check  than  that  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  great  principles 
of  our  system,  the  responsibility  of  the  representative  to  his  constituents.  If 
war,  for  example,  is  necessary,  and  Congress  declares  it  for  good  cause,  their 
constituents  will  support  them  in  it.  A  like  support  will  be  given  them  for 
the  faithful  discharge  of  their  duties  under  any  and  every  other  power  vested 
in  the  United  States.  The  power  to  raise  money  by  taxes,  duties,  imposts, 
and  excises  is  alike  unqualified,  nor  do  I  see  any  check  on  the  exercise  of  it 
other  than  that  which  applies  to  the  other  powers  above  recited,  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  representative  to  his  constituents.  Congress  knows  the  extent 
of  the  public  engagements  and  the  sums  necessary  to  meet  them;  they  know 
how  much  may  be  derived  from  each  branch  of  revenue  without  pressing  it 
too  far;  and,  paying  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  the  people,  they  likewise 
know  which  branch  ought  to  be  resorted  to  in  the  first  instance.  From  the 
commencement  of  the  Government  two  branches  of  this  power,  duties  and 
imposts,  have  been  in  constant  operation,  the  revenue  from  which  has  sup- 
ported the  Government  in  its  various  branches  and  met  its  other  ordinary 
engagements.  In  great  emergencies  the  other  two,  taxes  and  excises,  have 
likewise  been  resorted  to,  and  neither  was  the  right  nor  the  policy  called 
in  question.  If  we  look  to  the  second  branch  of  this  power,  that  which 
authorizes  the  appropriation  of  the  money  thus  raised,  we  find  that  it  is  not 
less  general  and  unqualified  than  the  power  to  raise  it.  More  comprehensive 
terms  than  to  "  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general 
welfare "  could  not  have  been  used.  So  intimately  connected  with  and 
dependent  on  each  other  are  these  two  branches*  of  power  that  had  either 
been  limited  the  limitation  would  have  had  the  like  effect  on  the  other.  Had 
the  power  to  raise  money  been  conditional  or  restricted  to  special  purposes, 
the  appropriation  must  have  corresponded  with  it,  for  none  but  the  money 
raised  could  be  appropriated,  nor  could  it  be  appropriated  to  other  purposes 
than  those  which  were  permitted.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  right  of  appro- 
priation  had   been   restricted   to  certain   purposes,   it  would   be  useless   and 
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President's  opinion,  of  a  purely  local  character,  or,  as  he  says, 
"  if  it  can  be  considered  national,  no  further  distinction  between 
the  appropriate  duties  of  the  General  and  State  Governments 
need  be  attempted,  for  there  can  be  no  local  interest  that  may  not 
with  equal  propriety  be  denominated  national." 

J       ,,    M^—  I  M^M  B^l,         ■  ,,      ^^      Mill ■* 

improper  to  raise  more  than  woulj^  be  adequate  to  those  purposes.  It  m&y 
f&irly  be  inferred  these  restraints  or  checks  have  been  carefully  and  inten- 
tionally avoided.  The  power  in  each  branch  is  alike  broad  and  unqualified, 
and  each  is  drawn  with  peculiar  fitness  to  the  other,  the  latter  requiring 
terms  of  great  extent  and.  force  to  accommodate  the  former,  which  have  been 
adopted,  and  both  placed  in  the  sajne  cause  and  sentence.  Can  it  be  presumed 
that  all  these  circumstances  were  so  nicely  adjusted  by  mere  accident?  Is  it 
not  more  just  to  conclude  that  they  were  the  result  of  due  deliberation  and 
design?  Had  it  been  intended  that  Congress  should  be  restricted  in  the 
appropriation  of  the  public  money  to  such  expenditures  as  were  authorized 
by  a  rigid  construction  of  the  other  specific  grants,  how  easy  would  it  have 
been  to  have  provided  for  it  by  a  declaration  to  that  effect.  The  omission  of 
such  declaration  is  therefore  an  additional  proof  that  it  was  not  intended 
that  the  grant  should  be  so  construed." 

"  If,  then,"  Monroe  continues,  "  the  right  to  raise  and  appropriate  the  public 
money  is  not  restricted  to  the  expenditures  under  the  other  specific  grants 
according  to  a  strict  construction  of  their  powers,  respectively,  is  there  no 
limitation  to  it?  Have  Congress  a  right  to  raise  and  appropriate  to  any  and 
to  every  purpose  according  to  their  will  and  pleasure?  They  certainly  have 
not.  The  Government  of  the  United  States  is  a  limited  Government,  insti- 
gated for  great  national  purposes,  and  for  those  only.  Other  interests  are 
committed  to  the  States,  whose  duty  it  is  to  provide  for  them.  Each  govern- 
ment should  look  to  the  great  and  essential  purposes  for  which  it  was 
instituted  and  confine  itself  to  those  purposes.  A  state  government  will 
rarely  if  ever  apply  money  to  national  purposes  without  making  it  a  charge 
to  the  natidn.  The  people  of  the  State  would  not  permit  it.  Nor  will  Congress 
b.;  apt  to  apply  money  in  aid  of  the  state  administrations  for  purposes 
strictly  local  in  which  the  nation  at  large  has  no  interest,  although  the  State 
should  desire  it.  The  people  of  the  other  States  would  condemn  it.  They 
would  declare  that  Congress  had  no  right  to  tax  them  for  such  a  purpose, 
and  dismiss  at  the  next  election  such  of  their  representatives  as  had  voted  for 
tli«  measure,  especially  if  it  would  be  severely  felt.  I  do  not  think  that  in 
offices  of  this  kind  there  is  much  danger  of  the  two  governments  mistaking  their 
interests  or  their  duties.  I  rather  expect  that  they  would  soon  have  a  clear 
and  distinct  understanding  of  them  and  move  on  in  great  harmony.  Good 
roads  and  canals  will  promote  many  very  important  national  purposes.  They 
will  facilitate  the  operations  of  war,  the  movements  of  troops,  the  transporta- 
tion of  cannon,  of  provisions,  and  every  warlike  store,  much  to  our  advantage 
and  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  enemy  in  time  of  war.  Good  roads  will  facili* 
tate  the  transportation   of  the  mail,  and  thereby   promote  the  purposes  of 
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The  extent  of  the  appropriating  power  of  Congress  is  illus- 
trated in  the  ease  of  Unitcsd  States  v.  Realty  Co.,^  in  which  was 
upheld  the  power  of  Congress  to  appropriate  money  for  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  claims  which  the  Federal  Grovemment  was  not 
legally  but  only  morally  obligated  to  satisfy.  The  court  said: 
"  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  parties  in  these  actions  .  .  . 
acquired  claims  upon  the  Government  of  an  equitable,  moral  or 
honorary  nature  •  •  .  Congress  has  power  to  lay  and  collect 
taxes,  etc.,  *  to  pay  the  debts '  of  the  United  States.  Having 
the  power  to  raise  money  for  that  purpose,  it  of  course  follows 
that  it  has  power  when  the  money  is  raised  to  appropriate  it  to 
the  same  objecli  .  .  .  The  term  *  debts '  includes  those  debts 
or  claims  which  rest  upon  a  merely  equitable  or  honorary  obliga- 
tion, and  which  would  not  be  recoverable  in  a  court  of  law  if  ex- 
isting against  an  individual.  .  .  .  Payments  to  individuals, 
not  of  right  or  of  a  merely  legal  claim,  but  payments  in  the  na- 
ture of  gratuity,  yet  having  some  feature  of  moral  obligation  to 
support  them,  have  been  made  by  the  government  by  virtue  of 
acts  of  Congress,  appropriating  the  public  money,  ever  since  its 

foundation.     Some  of  the  acts  were  based  upon  considerations  of 
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commerce  and  political  intelligence  among  the  people.  They  will  by  being 
properly  directed  to  these  objects  enhance  the  value  of  our  vacant  lands,  a 
treasure  of  vast  resource  to  the  nation.  To  the  appropriation  of  the  public 
money  to  improvements  having  these  objects  in  view  and  carried  to  a  certain 
exlont  I  do  not  see  any  well-founded  constitutional  objection.  .  .  .  Tlie 
right  of  appropriation  is  nothing  more  than  a  right  to  apply  the  public 
money  to  this  or  to  that  purpose.  It  has  no  incidental  power,  nor  does  it 
draw  after  it  any  consequences  of  that  kind.  All  that  Congress  could  do 
under  it  in  the  case  of  internal  improvements  would  be  to  appropriate  the 
money  necessary  to  make  them.  For  everj'  act  requiring  legislative  sanction 
or  support  the  state  authority  must  be  relied  on.  The  condemnation  of  the 
land,  if  the  proprietors  should  refuse  to  sell  it,  the  establishment  of  turn- 
pikes and  tolls,  and  the  protection  of  the  work  when  finished  must  be  done  by 
the  State.  To  these  purposes  the  powers  of  the  General  Government  are 
believed  to  be  utterly  incompetent.     .      .  The  substance  of  what  has  been 

urged  on  this  subject  may  be  expressed  in  a  few  words.  My  idea  is  that 
Congress  have  an  unlimited  power  to  raise  money,  and  that  in  its  appropria- 
tion tlipy  have  a  discretionary  power,  restricted  only  by  the  duty  to  appro- 
priate it  to  purposes  of  common  defense  and  of  general,  not  local,  national^ 
not  state,  benefit." 
w  163  U.  S.  427;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  1120;  41  L,  ed.  215.  ' 
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pure  charity,^  ...  In  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  facts 
existing  in  any  given  case  bring  it  witliin  the  description  of  that 
class  of  claims  which  Congress  can  and  ought  to  leeognize  as 
founded  upon  equitable  and  moral  considerati<mB  and  grounded 
upon  principles  of  right  and  justice, .we  think  that  gena'ally  such 
question  must  in  its  nature  be  one  for  Congress  to  decide  for  itself. 
Its  decision  recognizing  such  a  claim  and  appropriating  money 
for  its  payment  can  rarely,  if  ever,  be  the  subject  of  review  by  the 
judicial  branch  of  the  Government." 

§  270.  Equality  in  Tazmtioa. 

The  Fourteenth  Amendment  requires  upon  the  part  of  the 
States  that  they  shall  not  deny  to  any  x>erson8  within  their  several 
jurisdictions  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  and  this  obligation 
is,  of  course,  operative  in  the  field  of  taxation.  'No  similarly 
phrased  obligation  is  laid  upon  the  Fedend  Govermnent,  but  the 
provision  of  the  Fifth  Amendment  fwhidding  the  taking  of 
property  without  due  prooees  of  law  imposes  an  obligation  broad 
enough  to  cover  all  or  nearly  all  cases  of  unequal  protection  of  the 
laws.  And,  furthermore,  as  to  taxes  it  is  specifioally  provided 
that  they  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  Slates.* 

Whether  or  not  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  is  included 
within  the  general  protection  against  the  taking  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law,  the  provision  for  equal 
protection  does  certainly  mark  off  a  specific  right  or  a  group  of 
rights  within  the  general  field  of  rights  against  the  violation  of 
which  by  the  States  he  is  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution*  That 
this  protection  applies  within  the  field  of  taxation  is  well  estab- 
lished. A  case  clearly  stating  this  doctrine  is  that  of  County  of 
Santa  Clara  v.  S.  Pacific  E.  R.  Co.,^*  in  which  Justice  Field 
rendered  the  opinion.     ''With  the  adoption  of  the  Fourteenth 

t7  Senator  Daniel  in  a  8i»eech  on.  the  Blair  Edutjatitmal  Bill  enumerated 
some  forty  instances  in  which  Congress  had  appropriated  money  to  private 
individuals.     Cong.  Becord,  XXI,  Pt.  3,  p.  2295,  1800.  '  ^ 

«The  Insular  Cases  held  that  this  clause  has  no  application  to  unincor- 
porated Territories. 

28a  18  Fed.  Bep.  385. 
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Amendment,"  Field  declared,  "  the  power  of  the  States  to  op- 
press any  one  under  any  pretense  or  in  any.  form  was  forever 
ended;  and  henceforth  all  persons  within  their  jurisdiction  could 
claim  equal  protection  under  the  laws.  And  by  equal  protection 
is  meant  equal  security  to  every  one  in  his  private  rights  —  in 
his  right  to  life,  to  liberty,  to  property,  and  to  the  pursuit  of  hap- 
piness. It  implies  not  only  that  the  means  which  the  laws  aflFord 
for  such  security  shall  be  accessible  to  him,  but  that  no  one  shall 
be  subject  to  any  burdens  or  charges  than  such  as  are  imposed 
upon  all  others  under  like  circumstances.  This  protection  attends 
every  one  everywhere,  whatever  be  his  position  in  society  or  his 
associatiojL  with  others,  either  for  profit,  improvement  or  pleasure. 
.  .  .  ^No  State  in  such  is  the  sovereign  command  of  the  whole 
people  of  the  United  States  —  no  State  shall  touch  the  life,  the 
liberty,  or  the  property  of  any  person,  however  humble  his  lot  or 
exalted  his  station,  without  due  process  of  law,  and  no  State, 
even  with  due  process  of  law,  shall  deny  to  any  one  within 
its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  law.  Unequal 
taxation,  so  far  as  it  can  be  prevented  is  therefore,  with 
other  unequal  burdens,  prohibited  by  the  Amendment,  j  There 
undoubtedly  are,  and  always  will  be,  more  or  less  ineqifalities  in 
the  operation  of  all  general  legislation  arising  from  the  different 
conditions  of  persons  from  their  means,  business,  or  position  in 
life,  against  which  no  foresight  can  guard.  But  this  is  a  very 
different  thing,  both  in  purpose  and  effect,  from  a  carefully  de- 
vised scheme  to  produce  such  inequality;  or  a  scheme,  if  not  so 
devised,  necessarily  producing  that  result.  Absolute  equality 
may  not  be  attainable,  but  gross  and  designed  departures  from  it 
will  necessarily  bring  the  legislation  authorizing  it  within  the 
prohibition." 

As  has  been  already  noted,  the  determination  as  to  when  a  tax 
shall  be  levied  and  upon  what  persons  and  property,  and  by  what 
rule  it  is  to  be  assessed  and  by  what  means  collected  is  a  legislative 
function.  However,  in  levying  an  ad  valorem  tax,  the  legislature 
may  not  determine  the  assessment  value  of  particular  pieces  of 
property.    So  also  it  follows  that  while  the  legislature  may,  within 
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its  discretion,  determine  freely  what  occupations,  or  classes  of 
property  or  persons  are  to  be  taxed,  it  may  not  select  out  from 
the  general  mass  of  property,  or  general  citizen  body,  particular 
pieces  of  property  or  particular  individuals  to  bear  the  burden  of 
the  tax*  When,  therefore,  a  tax  is  laid  upon  certain  classes  of 
property  or  of  persons,  there  must  be  some  reasonable  basis  for 
the  classifications  adopted.  By  this  is  meant  that  there  must  be 
some  substantial  reason  why  the  units,  whether  of  properly  or  of 
individuals,  should  be  treated  as  distinct  groups. 

In  Bell's  Gap  Railroad  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania^  was  involved  the 
validity  of  a  state  law  which  levied  a  certain  tax  on  all  moneyed 
securities  according  to  their  actual  value,  except  that  as  to  all 
bonds  and  other  securities  issued  by  corporations  their  nominal  or 
par  value  should  be  the  basis.  It  being  argued  that  this  violated 
the  requirement  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  as  to  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  the  court  said :  "  But,  be  this  as  it  may, 
the  law  does  not  make  any  discrimination  in  this  regard  which  the 
State  is  not  competent  to  make.  All  corporate  securities  are  sub- 
ject to  the  same  regulation.  The  provision  in  the  Fourteenth 
Amendment,  that  no  State  shall  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  was  not  intended  to 
prevent  a  State  from  adjusting  its  system  of  taxation  in  all  proper 
and  reasonable  ways.  It  may,  if  it  chooses,  exempt  certain 
classes  of  property  from  any  taxation  at  all,  such  as  churches, 
libraries  and  the  property  of  charitable  institutions.  It  may  im- 
pose different  specific  taxes  upon  different  trades  and  professions, 
and  may  vary  the  rates  of  excise  upon  various  products ;  it  may 
tax-  real  estate  and  personal  property  in  a  different  manner;  it 
may  tax  visible  property  only,  and  not  tax  securities  for  payment 
of  money;  it  may  allow  deductions  for  indebtedness,  or  not  allow 
them.  All  such  regulations,  and  those  of  like  character,  so  long 
as  they  proceed  within  reasonable  limits  and  general  usage,  are 
within  the  discretion  of  the  state  legislature,  or  the  people  of  the 
State  in  framing  their  Constitution.  But  clear  and  hostile  dis- 
criminations against  particular  persons  and  classes,  especially  such 

23  134  U.  S.  232;  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  533;  33  L.  ed.  802. 


596  United  States  Coitstitttiojlax  Law. 

as  are  of  an  unosoal  diaracter,  mdmown  to  the  praetiee  <^  oar 
gufumuamntMf  aaigkt  lye  ofeDoxicHis  to  die  conslitaiiaoal  prohibition. 
It  woaid,  hawe\er^  be  imfttscticaible  and  unwise  to  attempt  to 
lay  damn,  any  general  rule  or  defiiiiti0B  an  the  subject,  that  i^odd 
include  ail  cases.  Tbey  most  be  decided  as  tbey  arise.  We  tiiiak 
that  w  are  safe  in  saying  that  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  wu 
not  intended  to  ooiDpel  tke  States  to  adopt  an  iixm  role  of  taxa- 
tion. If  that  were  its  proper  oonstniedon,  it  fK)ald  not  only  su- 
persede all  those  eonstitutional  piwisions  and  laws  of  aon^  of  the 
States,  whdse  object  is  to  seeure  equ«di^  of  taxation,  and  which 
are  iis4inlly  accompanied  with  qualifications  deemed  material; 
bnt  it  woald  render  nugatory  those  discriminations  which  the 
best  interests  of  society  require,  which  are  necessary  for  the  ea- 
oooragament  and  useful  industries,  and  the  disooon^ement  of 
intemperanee  and  vice,  aad  which  every  State,  in  one  foian  or  an- 
other, deems  it  ejqiedient  to  adopt" 

In  Amencan  Sugar  Refining  Co.  v.  Louisiana^^  it  was  held  that 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws  was  not  denied  by  a  license  tax 
imposed  npon  manufacturers  of  sugar,  but  exempting  from  its 
operation  those  who  refined  the  products  of  their  own  plantations. 
The  opinion  declares:  ^  The  act  in  qiiestion  does  undoubtedly 
discriminate  in  favor  of  a  certain  class  of  refiners,  bnt  this  dis- 
crimination, if  founded  upon  a  reasonable  distinction  in  priikciple, 
is  valid.  Of  course,  if  such  discrimination  were  purely  arbitrary, 
oppi^essive,  or  capricious,  and  made  to  depend  on  diiferenees  of 
color,  race,  nativit^%  religious  opinions,  political  affiliation,  or 
other  consideration  having  no  possible  connection  with  tlie  duties 
of  eitiEens  as  taxpayers,  such  exemption  would  be  pure  favoritism, 
and  a  denial  of  the  egual  protection  of  the  laws  to  the  less  favored 
classes." 

§  £71.  Uniformity  in  Taxation. 

Granting  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  classify  persons  and 
property  for  purposes  of  taxation,  the  requirements  of  due  process 
of  law  and  of  the  additional  provision  found  in  the  federal  Ccm- 

30  179  U.  S.  89;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  43;  45  L.  ed.  102. 
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sdtirtion  and  in  almost  all  if  not  in  all  of  the  staie  caostitBliont 
that  all  laws  shall  be  uniform,  make  it  necessarj  that  the  assees- 
ment  of  all  persons  and  property  witkin  the  class  or  ditttriet  se- 
lected for  taxation  shall  be  according  to  a  uniform  rola.  Coole; 
sitates  the  principle  as  follows:  ^^Aa  to  all  taxatkui  appoitioned 
upon  property,  there  must  be  taxing  districts  and  within  these 
districts  the  rule  of  absolute  uniformity  must  be  applieaUft.  A 
state  tax  must  be  apportioned  through  the  State,  a  ceu&ty  tax 
through  the  county,  a  city  tax  tlirough  the  city ;  while  in  caaca  of 
local  improvements,  benefiting  in  a  special  and  pe^iar  mauNsr 
socne  portion  of  the  State  or  of  a  county  or  city,  it  ia  comp^enl 
to  arrange  a  special  taxing  district  within  which  the  expense  aiiall 
be  apportioned."  ^^  And  again :  '^  The  rule  of  apportiaonient 
must  be  uniform  throughout  the  taxing-  district,  aprpikalole  Id  all 
alike,  but  the  l^islatures  have  no  power  to  arrange  taxing  dia- 
tricts  arbitrarily,  and  without  reference  to  the  great  fundamental 
principles  of  taxation  that  the  burden  must  be  borne  by  those 
upon  whom  it  justly  rests.  The  Kentucky  and  Iowa  decisions 
hold  that,  in  a  case  where  they  have  manifestly  and  unmistakably 
done  so,  the  courts  may  interfere  and  restrain  the  imposition  of 
mimicipal  burdens  on  property  which  does  not  properly  belong 
within  the  municipal  taxing  district  at  alL"^ 

AH  that  the  rule  of  uniformity  requires  is  this,  that  within 
the  classes  or  districts  taxed  the  law  shall  operate  according  to  a 
imiform  rule.  Thus,  for  example,  it  has  been  generally  held  that  a 
city  levying  a  general  tax  may  not  discriminate  between  diflFerent 
wards  or  sections,  for  all  property  within  a  taxing  district  mu&t 
be  taxed  alike.^ 

SI  Coo  ley,  Conrt.  Lim,,  7th  ed.,  711. 

32  C(m9t.  Urn.,  7th  ed^  724.  The  cases  referred  to  are  Moilord  ▼  Uager, 
8  Iowa,  82;  City  of  CoTin^ii  v.  Southgate.  15  B.  Monr.  4^1;  Arbcguat  ▼. 
Lciiusville,  2  Bush,  271 ;  Swift  v.  Newport,  7  Bush,  37. 

83  This  doe«  not  hold  trrte  where,  by  special  contTact  made  at  the  tiiwe  a 
rural  district  is  incorporated  into  the  city,  special  treatment  with  idcnoce 
tj  taxation  has  been  promisod.  Tlie  exemption  of  certain  piecea  oi  profwrty 
from  taxation  where  this  exemption  has  been  for  some  public  purpose  or  in 
return  for  consideration  received,  docs  not  violate  this  principle. 
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§  272.  What   Constitutes  Uniformity   Throughout  the   United 
States? 

In  the  Head  Money  Cases,  speaking  with  reference  to  the  re- 
quirement of  the  federal  Constitution  that  all  duties,  imposts,  and 
excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States,  the  court 
say:     **  The   uniformity   here   prescribed   has   reference   to   the 
various  localities  in  which  the  tax  is  intended  to  operate.     '  It 
shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.'     Is  the  tax  on 
tobacco   void,    because   in   many    of   the    States   no    tobacco    is 
raised,    or    manufactured?        Is    the    tax^  on    distilled    spirits 
void,   because   a   few   States   pay  three-fourths  of   the  revenue 
arising  from  it?      The  tax  is  uniform  when  it  operates  with 
the   same   force   and   effetet   in   every   place   where   the   subject 
is   to  be   found.       The  tax  in  this  case,  which,   as   far   as  it 
can  be  called  a  tax,  is  an  excise  duty  on  the  business  of  bring- 
ing passengers  from  foreign  countries  into  this  by  ocean  naviga- 
tion, is  uniform  and  operates  precisely  alike  in  every  port  of  the 
United  States  where  such  passengers  can  be  landed.     It  is  said 
that  the  statute  violates  the  rule  of  uniformity  and  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution,  that  *no  preference  shall  be  given  by  any 
regulation  of  commerce  or  revenue  to  the  ports  of  one  State  over 
those  of  another,'  because  it  does  not  apply  to  passengers  arriving 
in  this  country  by  railroad  or  by  other  inland  mode  of  convey- 
ance.   But  the  law  applies  to  all  ports  alike,  and  evidently  gives 
no  preference  to  one  over  another,  but  is  uniform  in  its  operation 
in  all  ports  of  the  United  States.    It  may  be  added  that  the  evil 
to  be  remedied  by  this  l^islation  has  no  existence  on  our  inland 
borders,  and  immigration  in  that  quarter  needed  no  such  regula- 
tion.    Perfect  uniformity  and  perfect  equality  of  taxation,  in  all 
the  aspects  in  which  the  human  mind  can  view  it,  is  a  baseless 
dream,  as  this  court  has  said  more  than  once.     (State  Railroad 
Tax  Cases,  92  U.  S.  675;  23  L.  ed.  663.)     Here  there  is  sub- 
stantial uniformity  within  the  meaning  and  purpose  of  the  Con- 
stitution." 

The  principles  of  uniformity  and  of  reasonable  classification 
for  purposes  of  taxation  have  been  especially  examined  by  the 
courts  with  reference  to  inheritance  tax  laws. 
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§  273.  State  Inheritance  Taxes. 

So-called  inheritance  taxes,  that  is  to  say,  taxes  collected  from 
persons  receiving  property  by  inheritance,  are  levied  in  many  of 
the  civilized  States  of  the  world.  In  the  United  States  they  have 
several  times  been  imposed  by  federal  law,  and  at  present  (1910) 
they  are  to  be  found  in  about  thirty-five  States.  In  many 
cases  these  taxes  have  been  progressive,  the  rate  being  higher  for 
larger  than  for  smaller  bequests,  and  collateral  heirs  often  taxed 
more  heavily  than  direct  descendants.  In  most  cases  small  in* 
heritances  have  been  wholly  exempted  from  the  operation  of  the 
tax,  as  have  been  also  bequests  and  inheritances  of  real  estate. 
In  some  cases  state  inheritance  tax  laws  have  been  held  questioned 
because  containing  some  special  obnoxious  provisions,  but  the 
ground  upon  which  they  have  usually  been  attacked  has  been  that 
they  have  violated  the  requirements  of  equality  and  uniformity, 
because  of  their  progressive  features  and  because  of  the  ex- 
emptions referred  to  above.    In  general,  however,  the  laws  have 

been  upheld.^ 

.  ■  ■ 

St  The  constitutionality  of  laws  exempting  small  estates  is  asserted  in  State 
V.  Clark,  30  Wash.  439;  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  674;  In  re  Wilmerding, 
117  Cal.  281;  EsUte  of  Stanford,  126  Cal.  112;  State  v.  Hamlin,  86  Me.  496; 
Hinot  V.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  113;  Crocker  v.  <Shaw,  174  Mass.  266;  Gels- 
thorpe  V.  Furnell,  20  Mont.  299;  High  v.  Coyne,  93  Fed.  Rep.  450;  Morris' 
Estate,  60  S.  E.  Rep.  682;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Wayne,  125  Mich.  487;  Ferry 
V.  Campbell,  110  Iowa,  290;  Hickok's  Estate  (Vt.),  62  Atl.  Rep.  724; 
Frothingham  v.  Shaw,  175  Mass.  59;  Appeal  of  Nettleton,  56  Atl.  Rep.  565; 
Estate  of  Magnes,  32  Colo.  527;  Pullen  v.  Commissioners  of  Wake  Co.,  66 
N.  C.  361;  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis.  205. 

The  constitutionality  of  a  law  discriminating  between  lineal  and  collateral 
descendants  and  ibetween  relatives  and  strangers  in  blood  has  been  sustained 
in  the  following  casee:  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  674;  State  v.  Henderson, 
160  Mo.  190;  State  v.  Clark,  30  Wash.  439;  Hagerty  v.  State,  55  Ohio,  613; 
Nunnemacher  v.  State,  129  Wis.  190;  In  re  MdPherson,  104  N.  Y.  306;  State 
V.  Hamlin,  86  Me.  495;  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  113;  Billings  v.  State, 
189  in.  472;  State  v.  Dalrymple,  70  Md.  294;  Tyson  v.  State,  28  Md.  577; 
Eyre  v.  Jacob,  14  Gratt.  422;  Gelsthorpe  v.  Furnell,  20  Mont.  299;  Wallace  v. 
Myers,  38  Fed.  Rep.  184;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Wayne  Probate  Judge,  125  Mich. 
487;  Frothingham  v.  Shaw,  175  Mass.  59;  Appeal  of  Nettleton,  56  Atl.  Rep. 
665;  Estate  of  Magnes,  32  Colo.  527;  Pullen  v.  Commissioners  of  Wake  Co., 
66  N.  C.  361;  Estate  of  Campbell,  143  Cal.  623;  Thompson  v.  Kidder  (N^H.), 
65  Atl.  Rep.  392. 
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In  many  cases  the  classificalkms  of  the  state  laws  have  been 
upheld  as  reasonaUe  in  themselves,  but  f andamentallj  tiie  princi- 
ple upon  which  the  validity  of  the  laws  has  been  susitaiiied  is  that 
an  inheritance  tax  is  not  a  tax  upon  the  proper^  inherited  but 
upon  the  right  to  inherit;  and  that^  inasmnch  as  this  is  a  right 
which  exists  only  by  statute^  it  is  one  that  may  be  r^ulated  at 
the  will  of  the  l^islature  which  creates  it.^° 

A  leading  case  in  the  federal  courts  as  to  the  constitutionality 
of  a  state  inheritance  tax  law  as  tested  by  the  requirements  a£  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  is  that  of  Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  and 
Savings  Bank,* 

In  this  case  the  doctrine  was  reaffirmed  that  an  inheritance  tax 
is  not  one  on  property  but  on  the  right  to  take  property  by  devise 
or  descent,  and  that  this^  being  a  right  of  legislative  creation,  the 
States  may  attach  conditions  thereunto.  Hence,  it  was  held,  that 
the  States  may,  in  taxing  this  privilege,  discriminate  between  rela- 
tives and  between  relatives  and  strangers  without  violating  state 
constitutional  provisions  requiring  uniformity  and  equality  of  tax- 
ation, or  the  provision  of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  prohibiting 
the  denial  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  The  provision  of  the 
Fourteenth  Amendment,  the  court  say,  does  not  require  "  exact 
equality  of  taxation.  It  only  requires  that  the  law  imposing  it 
shall  operate  on  all  alike  under  the  same  circumstances." 

In  Billings  v.  Illinois"  the  court  say:  "  It  is  insisted  that  the 
classification  sustained  in  the  Magoun  Case  *  related  solely  to  the 
graduated  feature  of  the  tax.'  In  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  said,  the 
question  is  whether  or  not  the  Illinois  legislature  can  discrira- 

The  constitutionality  of  a  law  laying  the  tax  according  to  a  progressively 
increasing  rate  has  Boen  upheld  in  the  following  cases:  Kochersperger  v. 
Drake,  167  111.  122;  Nunnemacher  v.  State,  129  Wis.  190;  State  ex  rel.  Foot 
V.  Bazille,  97  Minn.  11;  State  v.  Clark,  30  Wash.  439;  Estate  of  Magnea,  32 
Colo.  527;  Morris*  Estate,  138  N.  C.  259;  State  v.  Vinsonhakr  (Nebr.),  106 
N.  W.  Rep.  472. 

Tlie  foregoing  references  are  from  a  pamphlet  on  inheritance  tax  laws  issued 
by  tlie  United  States  Government  (U.  S.  Govt  Printing  Office,  1903). 

33  For  a  full  discussion  of  the  constitutionality  of  inheritanoe  tax  lawa, 
Nunnemacher  v.  State,  129  Wis.  190,  decided  in  1906. 

86  170  U.  S.  283;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  594;  42  L.  ed.  1037. 

37  188  U.  S.  97;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  272;  47  L.  ed.  400. 
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inate  against  constituents  of  a  certain  class,  and  apply  different 
rales  for  the  taxation  of  its  members.  Life  tenants  constitute 
but  a  single  class,  and  the  incidents  of  such  an  estate,  the  source 
thereof,  the  extent,  the  dominion  orer  and  the  quality  of  interest 
in  the  tenant,  is  the  same  irrespeetire  of  the  ultimate  vesting  of 
the  remainder.  The  tax  is  not  upon  the  property,  but  is  upon  the 
person  succeeding  to  the  property.  Undoubtedly,  life  tenants,  re- 
garded simply  as  persons,  may  be  in  legal  contemplation  the  same ; 
estates  for  life,  regarded  simply  as  estates  with  their  attributes 
also  in  legal  contemplation,  may  be  said  to  be  the  same,  but  that 
is  not  all  to  be  considered,  nor  is  it  determinative.  We  must  re- 
gard the  power  of  the  state  over  testate  and  intestate  dispositions 
of  property,  its  power  to  create  and  limit  estates,  and,  as  resulting, 
its  power  to  impose  conditions  upon  their  transfer  or  devolution. 
It  is  upon  this  power  that  inheritance  tax  laws  are  based,  and  we 
said,  in  the  Magoim  Case,  that  the  power  could  be  exercised  by 
distinguishing  between  the  lineal  and  collateral  relatives  of  a 
testator.  There  the  amount  of  tax  depended  upon  him  who  im- 
mediately received;  here  the  existence  of  the  tax  depends  upon 
him  who  ultimately  reeeiveSb  That  can  make  no  difference  with 
the  power  of  the  State.  No  discrimination  being  exercised  in 
the  creation  of  the  dass,  equality  is  observed.  •Crossing  the  lines 
of  the  classes  created  hy  the  statute,  discriminations  may  be  ex- 
hibited, but  within  the  classes  there  is  equality."  * 

S'See  also  CampbeU  v.  California,  200  U.  S.  87;  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  182;  50 
L.  ed.  3S2. 

Mr.  Judson  in  his  valuable  treatise,  etmiming  up  the  question  of  elassiflca- 
tion  for  taxing  purposes,  says:  **  ClassifieatioR  for  taxation  is  not  necessarily 
based  upon  any  essential  difference  in  the  nature  or  condition  of  the  various 
subjects.  It  may  be  based  as  well  upon  the  want  of  adaptability  to  the  same 
methods  of  taxation,  or  upon  the  impractieabtlity  of  applying  to  the  various 
subjects  the  same  niethoda  so  as  to  produce  uniform  results,  or  it  may  be 
based  upon  just  and  well  grounded  considerations  of  public  policy."  Mr. 
Judson  adds,  however,  that  **  while  classification  may  thws  be  based  on  differ* 
'.  eneea  in  tbe  mture  or  condition  of  the  subjects  of  taxation,  or  their  want  of 
1  adaptability  to  the  same  methods  of  taxation,  it  must  rest  on  some  other 
reason  than  that  of  mere  ownerships"    On  Tamattonf  ff  ^^>  ^55, 
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§  274.  Federal  Inheritance  Taxes. 

Upon  several  occasions  inheritance  taxes  have  been  resorted  to 
for  revenue  by  the  Federal  Government  By  the  stamp  act  of 
July  6,  179T,  a  duty  was  levied  on  receipts  for  l^acies  and 
shares  of  personal  estate.  So  also  a  legacy  tax  on  the  devolution 
of  personal  property  and  stamp  taxes  on  probates  of  wills  and 
letters  of  administration  were  imposed  by  the  war  revenue  acts  of 
July  1,  18G2,  and  June  30,  1864,  the  latter  act  providing  for  a 
succession  tax  on  real  estate.  In  the  income  tax  provisions  of 
the  act  of  August  27,  1894,  incomes  were  defined  to  include 
"  money  and  the  value  of  all  personal  property  acquired  by  gift 
or  inheritance.''  ^  Again  in  the  war  revenue  act  of  June,  1898, 
taxes  were  imposed  upon  legacies  and  distributive  shares  of  per- 
sonal property. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  inheritance  tax  provisions  of  this 
last  law  of  1898  was  upheld  in  Knowlton  v.  Moore.*^  In  this 
case  it  was  argued  that  the  tax  was  void,  first,  because  it  was  a 
direct  tax  and  not  apportioned  among  the  States  according  to 
their  respective  populations;  second,  because  it  was  not,  in  its 
operation,  "  uniform  throughout  the  United  States ;"  and  third, 
that,  regarded  as  a  succession  tax,  it  attempted  the  federal  regula- 
tion of  a  matter  placed  within  the  exclusive  control  of  the  States. 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  upon  the  first  of  these  points  is  con- 
sidered in  a  later  section  of  this  chapter.*^  As  to  the  question 
of  uniformity  the  contention  was  that  the  requirement  was  vio- 
lated because  the  statute  exempted  legacies  and  distributive  shares 
in  personal  property  below  $10,000,  because  it  classified  the  rate 
of  tax  according  to  the  relationship  of  the  taker  to  the  deceased, 
and  because  it  provided  for  a  rate  progressing  according  to  the 
amount  of  the  legacy  or  share.  To  this  contention  the  court  reply: 
"  Considering  the  text,  it  is  apparent  that  if  the  word  '  uniform ' 
means    '  equal    and    uniform '    in    the    sense    now    asserted    by 

» In  PoHock  V.  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Co.  ( 158  U.  8.  601 ;  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Kep.  912;  39  L.  ed.  1108),  the  court  held  the  income  tax  features  of  this  law 
void.     See  Section  279. 

40  178  U.  S.  41 ;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747;  44  L.  ed.  969. 

bisection  281. 
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the  opponents  of  the  tax,  the  words  '  throughout  the  United 
States/  are  deprived  of  all  real  significance,  and  sustaining  the 
contention  must  hence  lead  to  a  disregard  of  the  elementary  canon 
of  construction  which  requires  that  effect  be  given  to  each  word 
of  the  Constitution.  Taking  a  wider  view,  it  is  to  be  remembered 
that  the  power  to  tax  contained  in  Section  VIII  of  Article  I  is  to 
lay  and  collect  '  taxes,  duties,  imposts,  and  excises ;  .  .  . 
but  all  duties,  imposts  and  excises  shall  be  uniform  throughout 
the  United  States.* "  Thus,  the  qualification  of  uniformity  is  im' 
.posed,  not  upon  the  taxes  which  the  Constitution  authorizes,  but 
only  on  duties,  imposts,  and  excises.  The  conclusion  that  inherent 
equality  and  uniformity  is  contemplated  involves,  therefore,  the 
proposition  that  the  rule  of  intrinsic  uniformity  is  applied  by  the 
Constitution  to  taxation  by  means  of  duties,  imposts,  and  excises, 
and  it  is  not  applicable  to  any  other  form  of  taxes.  It  cannot  be 
doubted  that  in  levying  direct  taxes,  after  apportioning  the 
amount  among  the  sev^al  States,  as  provided  in  Clause  4  of  Sec- 
tion IX  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution,  Congress  has  the  power  to 
choose  the  objects  of  direct  taxation,  and  to  levy  the  quota  as  ap- 
.portioned  directly  upon  the  objects  so  selected.  Even. then,  if  the 
view  of  inherent  uniformity  be  the  true  one,  none  of  the  taxes  so 
levied  would  be  subjected  to  such  rule,  as  the  requirements  only 
relate  to  duties,  imposts,  and  excises.  But  the  classes  of  taxes 
termed  duties,  imposts,  and  excises,  to  which  the  rule  of  uni- 
formity applies,  are  those  to  which  the  principle  of  equality  and 
uniformity  in  the  sense  claimed  is,  in  the  nature  of  things,  the 
least  applicable  and  least  susceptible  of  being  enforced.  Excises 
usually  look  to  a  particular  subject,  and  levy  burdens  with  refer- 
ence to  the  act  of  manufacturing  them,  selling  them,  etc.  They 
are  or  may  be  as  varied  in  form  as  are  the  acts  or  dealings  with 
which  the  taxes  are  concerned.  Impost  duties  take  every  conceiv- 
able form,  as  may  by  the  legislative  authority  be  deemed  best  for 
the  general  welfare.  They  have  been  at  all  times  often  specific. 
They  have  sometimes  been  discriminatory,  particularly  when 
deemed  necessary  by  reason  of  the  tariff  legislation  of  other 
countries.    The  claim  of  intrinsic  uniformity,  therefore,  imputes 
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to  the  framers  a  restriction  as  to  certain  forms  of  tajEea^  whefre 
tiic  restraint  was  least  appropriate  and  the  omissicHi  where  it  was 
most  needed.  This  discord^  which  the  oonstraction^  if  well 
founded^  would  create^  suggests  at  onee  the  onsoimdiiess  of  the 
proportion,  and  gives  rise  to  the  inference  that  the  ecmtrarj  Tiew 
by  which  the  unity  of  the  ];»roviaioiis  of  the  Constituticm  is  nudn- 
tained,  must  be  the  correct  one.  In  fact,  it  is  fi4)parent  that  if 
imports,  duties,  and  excises  are  ccmtroUed  by  the  rule  of  intrinsic 
uniforinity,^  the  methods  usually  employed  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution  in  all  countries  in'  the  le^y  of  such 
taxes  would  have  to  be  abandoned  in  this  country,  and,  therefore, 
whilst  nominally  having  the  authority  to  impose  taxes  of  this 
character,  the  power  to  do  so  would  be  virtually  denied  to  Con- 
gress. Now,  that  the  requirement  that  direct  taxes  should  be  ap- 
portioned among  the  several  States  contemplated  the  protection  of 
the  States,  to  prevent  their  being  called  upon  to  contribute  more 
than  was  deemed  their  due  share  of  Ae  burden,  is  dear.  Giving 
to  the  term  uniformity  as  applied  to  duties,  imposts,  and  excises 
a  geographical  significance,  likewise  causes  thai  {Hrovision  to  look 
to  the  forbidding  of  discrimination  as  between  the  States,  by  the 
levying  of  duties,  imposts,  or  excises  upon  a  particular  subject  in 
one  State  and  a<different  duty,  impost,  or  excise  on  the  same  sub- 
ject in  another;  and  therefore,  as  far  as  may  be,  is  a  restriction 
in  the  same  direction  and  in  harmony  with  the  requirement  of 
apportionment  of  direct  taxes.  ...  It  is  yet  further  ass^ted 
that  the  tax  does  not  fulfil  the  requirements  of  geographical  uni- 
formity, for  the  following  reasons:  As  the  primary  rate  of  taxa- 
tion depends  upon  the  d^ree  of  relationship  or  want  of  relation- 
ship to  a  deceased  person,  it  is  argued  that  it  cannot  operate  with 
geographical  uniformity,  inasmuch  as  testamentary  and  intestacy 
laws  may  differ  in  every  State.  It  is  certain  that  the  same  degree 
of  relationship  or  want  of  relationship  to  the  deceased,  wherever 
existing  is  levied  on  at  the  same  rate  throughout  the  United 
States.  The  tax  is  hence  uniform  throughout  the  United  States, 
despite  the  fact  that  different  conditions  among  the  States  may 
obtain  as  to  the  objects  upon  which  the  tax  is  levied.    The  propo- 
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fiition  in  substance  assnmes  that  the  obj^ctts  taxed  by  duties,  im- 
posts, and  excises  must  be  foimd  in  uniform  quantities  and  condi- 
tions in  the  respective  States,  otherwise  the  tax  levied  on  them 
will  not  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.  But  what  the 
Constitation  ocHnmands  is  the  imyxwition  of  a  tax  by  the  rule  of 
geograpliical  uniformity,  not  that  in  order  to  levy  such  a  tax  ob- 
jects must  be  selected  which  exist  uniformly  in  the  several  States. 
Indeed,  the  contention  was  substantially  disposed  of  in  License 
Tax  CaseB.*2 

As  to  the  contention  that,  viewing  the  tax  as  one  on  succession, 
the  law  was  in  regulation  of  a  matter  within  the  exclusive  control 
of  the  States,  the  court,  after  reaffirming  the  principle  that  the 
tax  is  one  on  the  right  of  succession,  say:  "  Can  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States  levy  a  tax  of  that  character  ?  The  proposition 
that  it  cannot  rests  upon  the  assumption  that,  since  the  transmis- 
sion of  property  by  death  is  exclusively  subject  to  the  regu- 
lating authority  of  the  several  States,  therefore  the  levy  by  Con- 
gress of  a  tax  on  inheritance  or  legacies,  in  any  form,  is  beyond 
the  power  of  Congress,  and  is  an  interference  by  the  N^ational  Gov- 
ernment with  a  matter  which  falls  alone  within  the  reach  of  state 
legislation.  .  .  .  The  fallacy  which  underlies  the  proposition 
contended  for  is  the  assumption  that  the  tax  on  the  transmission  or 
receipt  of  property  occasioned  by  death  is  imposed  on  the  exclusive 
power  of  the  State  to  regulate  the  devolution  of  property  upon 
deatL.  The  thing  forming  the  universal  subject  of  taxation  upon 
which  inheritance  and  legacy  taxes  rest  is  the  transmission  or  re- 
ceipt, and  not  the  right  existing  to  regulate.  In  legal  effect,  then, 
the  proposition  upon  which  the  argument  rests  is  that  wherever  a 
right  is  subject  to  exclusive  regulation,  by  either  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  on  the  one  hand,  or  the  several  States,  on 
the  other,  the  exercise  of  such  rights  as  regulated  can  alone  be 
taxed  by  the  government  having  the  mission  to  regulate.  But 
when  it  is  accurately  stated,  the  proposition  denies  the  authority 
of  the  States  to  tax  objects  which  are  confessedly  within  the  reach 
of  their  taxing  power,  and  also  excludes  the  National  Government 

«5  Wall.  4e2;  18  L.  ed.  497. 
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from  almost  every  subject  of  direct  and  many  acknowledged  ob- 
jects of  indirect  taxation.  ...  It  cannot  be  doubted  that 
the  argument  when  reduced  to  its  essence  demonstrates  its  own 
unsoundness,  since  it  leads  to  the  necessary  conclusion  that  both 
the  national  and  state  governments  are  divested  of  those  powers 
of  taxation  which  from  the  foundation  of  the  Government  ad- 
mittedly have  belonged  to  them.  Certainly,  a  tax  placed  upon  an 
inheritance  or  legacy  diminishes,  to  the  extent  of  the  tax,  the 
value  of  the  right  to  inherit  or  receive,  but  this  is  a  burden  cast 
upon  the  recipient  and  not  upon  the  power  of  the  State  to 
regulate.  .  .  .  Under  our  constitutional  system  both  the 
national  and  state  governments,  moving  in  their  respective  orbits, 
have  a  common  authority  to  tax  many  and  diverse  objects,  but 
this  does  not  cause  the  exercise  of  its  lawful  attributes  by  one  to 
be  a  curtailment  of  the  powers  of  government  of  the  other,  for  if 
it  did  there  would  practically  be  an  end  of  the  dual  system  of 
government  which  the  Constitution  established.'* 

In  Snyder  v.  Bettman^  the  court  say  that  the  case  of  Knowlton 
V.  Moore  "  must  be  regarded  as  definitely  establishing  the  doctrine 
that  the  power  to  tax  inheritances  does  not  arise  solely  from  the 
power  to  regulate  the  descent  of  property,  but  from  the  general 
authority  to  impose  taxes  upon  all  property  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  taxing  power.  It  has  usually  happened  that  the  power 
has  been  exercised  by  the  same  government  which  regulates  the 
succession  to  the  property  taxed;  but  this  power  is  not  destroyed 
by  the  dual  character  of  our  government,  or  by  the  fact  that  under 
our  Constitution  the  devolution  of  property  is  determined  by  the 
laws  of  the  several  States." 

In  an  earlier  chapter*^  it  has  been  pointed  out  that  a  federal 
inheritance  tax  levied  upon  bequests  to  a  State  or  a  municipal 
corporation  thereof,^^  or  a  state  tax  on  legacies  consisting  of 
United  States  bonds^®  is  not  unconstitutional. 


4T 190  U.  S.  249;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  803;  47  L.  ed.  1035. 

44  Chapter  V. 

45  Snyder  v.  Bettman,  190  U.  S.  249;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  803;  47  L.  ed.  1035. 

46  Plumber  v.  Coler,  178  U.  S.  115;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829;  44  L.  ed.  998. 
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In  Murdock  v.  Ward*"  it  is  held  that  a  federal  inheritance  tax 
may  be  imposed  on  legacies  or  shares  consisting  of  United  States 
bonds,  even,  when  these  bonds  have  been  issued  under  a  law  ex- 
pressly exempting  them  from  taxation  in  any  form,  state  or 
federal,  direct  or  indirect*® 

§  275.  Protective  Tariffs. 

The  constitutionality  of  a  protective  tariff,  that  is,  a  system  of 
customs  duties  levied  on  foreign  imports  so  arranged  as  to  fur- 
nish incidental  protection  to  home  industries,  though  questioned 
in  earlier  years,  has  now  passed  beyond  the  range  of  controversy. 
Such  laws  being  on  their  face  revenue  measures,  may  not  be  ques- 
tioned because  their  effect,  and  indeed  the  intent  of  the  legis- 
lature, is  primarily  to  supply  protection  rather  than  revenue.  The 
doctrine  of  the  court  in  McCray  v.  United  States*®  is  conclusive 
as  to  this.  But  even  if  this  were  not  so,  a  tariff  avowedly  levied 
primarily  and  solely  for  protection  is  constitutionally  justified 
under  the  grant  of  authority  to  Congress  "  to  regulate  commerce  ' 
with  foreign  nations/'  ~ 

§  276.  Bounties." 

The  constitutionality  of  bounties  has  never  been  squarely  passed 

upon  by  the  Supreme  Court.     Their  validity  was  questioned  in 

—     -      —  -  — 

47  178  U.  S.  139;  20  Sup.  €t.  Rep.  775;,44  L.  ed.  1009. 

48Tbe  court  say:  "Whether  the  United  States,  in  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  taxation,  can  be  estopped  by  a  contract  that  such  power  shaH  not  be 
exercised,  we  need  not  consider,  because  the  contract  in  this  case  does  not,  as 
we  view  it,  mean  that  a  State  may  not,  or  the  United  States  may  not,  tax 
inheritances  and  legacies,  regardless  of  tlie  character  of  the  property  of  which 
they  are  composed.  That  some  of  the  holders  of  United  States  bonds  may 
not  have  paid  franchise  taxes  to  the  States,  and  others  may  have  paid  state 
or  federal  inheritance  and  legacy  taxes,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  contract 
between  the  United  States  and  the  bondholders.  The  United  States  will  have 
complied  with  their  contract  when  they  pay  to  the  original  holders  of  their 
bonds,  or  to  their  assigns,  the  interest,  when  due,  in  full,  and  the  principal, 
when  due,  in  full." 

49  195  U.  S.  27;  24  Sup.  a.  Rep.  769;  49  L.  ed.  78. 

50  For  a  summary  of  the  arguments  pro  and  contra  as  to  the  constitu- 
tionality of  protective  tariffs,  see  passim  Stanwood,  Tariff  Controversies  in 
the  United  States  in  the  Nineteenth  Century. 

61  For  the  definition  of  bounties  see  Downs  v.  United  States,  187  U.  S* 
496 ;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  222 ;  47  L.  ed.  275. 
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Field  V.  Clark**2  and  United  States  v.  Realty  Co.,*^  but  in  naflier 
case  did  tlie  oourt  £nd  it^df  obliged  to  decide  tbe  poini.  The 
ground  upon  whieh  the  oonstitutionality  of  bounties  has  beoi  con- 
tested has  been  that  their  payment  amounts  to  an  appropriation 
of  public  moneys  primarily  for  a  private  purposa  The  courts 
have  often  held  that  an  expenditure  in  the  public  interest  is  not 
invalidated  by  the  fact  that  incidentally  private  interests  are  ad- 
vanced thereby;  but  in  general  they  have  been  held  that  an  ap- 
propriation primarily  and  directly  for  the  furtherance  of  private 
interests  is  not  validated  by  the  fact  that  incidentally  public  in- 
terests are  in  a  measure  promoted.** 

§  277.  Export  Duties. 

Among  the  express  limitations  upon  the  powers  of  Ck>Dgpess, 
enumerated  by  tbe  Constitution  is  that  which  provides  that  "no 
tax  or  duty  shall  be  laid  on  articles  exported  from  any  State-''  ** 
In  another  clause  substantially  the  same  prohibition  is  laid  upon 
the  States,  it  being  declared  that  "do  State  shall,  without  the 
consent  of  Congress,  lay  any  imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or 
exports."  ^ 

The  term  "  e:q>orts ''  has  been  judicially  limited  to  goods  ex- 
ported to  foreign  countries.  In  the  earlier  cases  of  Brown  v. 
Maryland^  and  Almy  v*  California'*  it  was  taken  for  granted 
by  the  court  that  the  term  applied  also  to  goods  carried  from  one 
State  to  another  State  of  the  Union,  but  in  Woodruff  v.  Parham^ 

M143  U.  S.  649;   12  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  495;  36  L.  ed.  294. 

K  163  U.  S.  427;  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1120;  41  1,.  ed.  215. 

MSee  Lowell  t.  Boston,  111  Mass.  454;  and  Loan  Association  v.  Topeka, 
20  WaU.  655 ;  22  L.  ed.  455.  Of.  Harvard  Lmo  Review,  V,  320,  article  by 
C.  F.  Chamberlayne  entitled  **  Th«  iSngar  Botmties.* 

55  Art.  I,  Sec.  IX,  CI.  5. 

M "  Except  wliat  may  be  absolutely  neces^iry  for  executing  its  inspection 
laws;  and  tbe  net  produce  of  all  duties  and  imposts,  laid  by  any  State  on 
imports  or  exports,  shall  be  for  tbe  use  of  tbe  treasury  of  tbe  United  States; 
and  all  sucb  laws  shall  be  subject  to  the  revision  and  control  of  the  Congress" 
(Art.  I,  Sec.  X,  €1.  2).  The  state  taxation  of  exports  is  considered  in 
Chapter  XLTL 

57  12  Wh.  419;  6L.  ed.  678. 

68  24  How.  109;   16  L.  ed.  644. 

6»8  Wall.  123;  19  L.  ed.  882. 
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ftcse  dieia  -were  ovctmlerf  and  the  position  taken  which  has  not 
siirce  been  disturbed,  that  the  prohibition  has  reference  only  to 
exportations  to  comrtries  foreign  to  the  United  States.  In  this 
case,  Justice  Miller,  affter  referring  to  the  general  power  giv^en 
to  Cmtgress  to  levy  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  and  imposts,  says: 
*'  Is  the  word  *  impost '  here  used,  intended  to  confer  npon  Con- 
gress a  distinct  power  to  levy  a  tax  upon  all  goods  or  merchandise 
carried  from  one  State  to  another  ?  Or  is  the  power  limited  to 
duties  on  foreign  imports  ?  If  the  former  be  intended,  then  the 
power  conferred  is  curiously  rendered  nugatory  by  the  subsequent 
clause  of  section  IX,  which  declares  that  no  tax  shall  be  laid 
on  .-rtielea  exported  fre«B  any  State,  for  no  article  en  be  imported 
from  one  State  into  another  which  is  not  at  the  same  time  exported 
from  the  former.  But  if  we  give  to  the  word  '  imposts  ^  as  used  in 
Ae  firstinentioned  clause  the  definition  of  Chief  Justice  ^larshall, 
and  to  the  word  *  export  *  the  corresponding  idea  of  something  car- 
ried out  of  tile  United  States,  we  have,  in  the  power  to  lay  duties 
en  imports  from  abroad  and  the  prohibition  to  lay  such  duties  on 
exports  to  other  countries,  the  power  and  its  limitations  concern- 
ing  iimpoBts.  It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that,  so  far  as  our  research 
has  extended^  neither  the  word  '  export/  *  import/  or  *  impost ' 
19  to  be  found  in  the  discussion  on  this  subject^  as  they  have  come 
dowB  to  ua  from  that  time,  in  reference  to  any  other  than  foreign 
commerce,  without  some  special  form  of  words  to  show  that 
foreign  commerce  is  not  meant.  .  .  .  TVhether  we  look,  then, 
to  the  teima  of  the  dause  of  the  Constitutioa  in  question,  or  to  its 
relation  to  the  other  parts  of  that  instrument,  or  to  the  history  of 
its  formation  and  adoption,  or  to  the  comments  of  the  eminent 
moEL  who  took  part  in  those  transactions,  we  are  forced  to  the  con- 
clusTon  that  no  intention  existed  to  prohibit  by  this  clause  [that 
no  State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  levy  any  impost 
ot  duty  upon  any  export  or  import]  the  right  of  one  State  to  tax 
artidea  brought  into  it  from  another." 

In  Dooley  v.  United  States,**  one  of  the  "  Insular  Cases,'*  it 
was  argued  that  the  Foraker  Act  of  April  12,  1900^  was  uncon- 

W  183  n.  S.  151;  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  02;  43  L.  ed.  128. 
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stitutional  in  so  far  as  it  provided  for  the  payment  of  duties  upon 
merchandise  imported  in«to  Porto  Rico  from  the  United  States. 
The  court,  however,  held  that  Porto  Rico,  after  cession  to  the 
United  States,  even  though  not  "  incorporated  "  into  the  United 
States  was  not  foreign  territory,  and,  therefore,  that,  under  the 
definition  laid  down  in  WoodruflE  v.  Parham,  the  tax  in  question 
was  not  a  tax  on  goods  exported  from  the  United  States.  The 
court,  moreover,  go  on  to  show  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
that  the  tax  was  to  be  construed  rather  as  one  on  goods  imported 
into  Porto  Rico,  than  upon  goods  exported  from  the  State  of  New 
York.  The  court  in  its  opinion,  however,  are  careful  to  add: 
"  It  is  not  intended  by  this  opinion  to  intimate  that  Congress  may 
lay  an  export  tax  upon  merchandise  carried  from  one  State  to 
another.  While  this  does  not  seem  to  be  forbidden  by  the  express 
words  of  the  Constitution,  it  would  be  extremely  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  lay  such  a  tax  without  a  violation  of  the  first  para- 
graph of  Article  I,  Section  VIII,  that '  all  duties,  imposts,  and  ex- 
cises shall  be  uniform  throughout  the  United  States.'  There  is  a 
wide  difference  between  the  full  and  paramount  power  of  Congress 
in  legislating  for  a  territory  in  the  condition  of  Porto  Rico  and  its 
power  with  respect  to  the  States,  which  is  merely  incidental  to  its 
right  to  regulate  interstate  commerce.  The  question,  however,  is 
not  involved  in  this  case,  and  we  do  not  desire  to  express  an 
opinion  upon  it.'*  ^ 

<^  In  a  dissenting  opinion,  concurred  in  by  four  justices,  it  was  argued  that, 
"The  fact  that  the  net  proceeds  of  the  duties  are  appropriated  by  the  act  for 
use  in  Porto  Rico  does  not  affect  their  character  any  more  than  if  so  appro- 
priated by  another  and  separate  act.  The  taxation  reaches  the  people  of  the 
States  directly,  and  is  national,  and  not  local,  even  though  the  revenue 
derived  therefrom  is  devoted  to  local  purposes.  .  .  .  The  prohibition 
that  *  no  tax  or  duty  shall  be  laid  on  articles  exported  from  any  State ' 
negatives  the  existence  of  any  power  in  Congress  to  lay  taxes  or  duties  in 
any  form  on  articles  exported  from  a  State,  irrespective  of  their  destination^ 
and,  this  being  so,  the  act  in  imposing  the  duties  in  question  is  invalid, 
whether  Porto  Rico  after  its  passage  was  a  foreign  or  reputed  foreign  ter- 
ritory, a  domestic  territory  or  a  territory  subject  to  be  dealt  with  at  the 
will  of  Congress  regardless  of  constitutional  limitations.  .  .  .  The  pro- 
hibition on  Congress  is  explicit,  and  noticeably  different  from  the  prohibi- 
tion on  the  l^ates.    The  State  is  forbidden  to  lay  'any  imposts  or  duties;' 
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To  come  within  the  definition  of  an  export  tax,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  tax  must  be  one  levied  upon  the  right  to  export,  or  upon 
goods  because  of  the  fact  that  they  are  being  ex.ported  or  are 
intended  to  be  exported.  The  fact  that  certain  goods  are  intended 
for  export  does  not,  however,  exempt  them  from  an  ordinary 
property  tax,  for,  as  said,  the  tax  is  one  on  exports  only  when  its 
incidence  or  amount  is  determined  by  the  fact  that  the  goods  are 
intended  for  export.  This  is  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Coe  v. 
ErroP  with  reference  to  taxation  by  the  States  and  in  Turpin  v. 
Burgess®^  with  reference  to  federal  taxation.^ 

Congress  is  forbidden  to  lav  '  any  tax  or  duty.'  The  State  is  forbidden 
from  laying  imposts  or  duties  *  on  imports  or  exports/  that  is,  articles 
coming  into  or  going  out  of  the  United  i^tes.  Congress  is  forbidden  to 
tax  articles  exported  from  any  State.'  .  .  .  Congress  may  lay  local 
taxes  in  the  territories,  affecting  persons  and  property  therein,  or  authorize 
territorial  legislatures  to  do  so,  but  it  cannot  lay  tariff  duties  on  articles  ex- 
ported from  one  State  to  another,  or  from  any  State  to  the  territories,  or 
from  any  State  to  foreign  countries,  or  grant  a  power  in  that  regard 
which  it  does  not  possess.  But  the  decision  now  made  recognizes  such  pow- 
ers in  Congress  as  will  enable  it,  under  the  guise  of  taxation,  to  exclude 
the  products  of  Porto  Rico;  and  this,  notwithstanding  it  was  held  in  De 
Uma  V.  Bidwell  (182  U.  S.  1;  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  743;  45  L.  ed.  1041),  that 
Porto  Rico  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  with  Spain  ceased  to  be  foreign 
and  became  domestic  territory." 

«  116  U.  S.  517;  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  475;  29  L.  ed.  715. 

«  117  U.  S.  504;  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  835;  29  L.  ed.  988. 

Min  the  latter  case  the  court  say:  "There  is  another  view  of  this  subject, 
however,  independent  of  the  considerations  which  governed  our  former  decision, 
which  is  equally  decisive  of  this  case.  We  have  lately  decided  in  Coe  v.  Errol 
that  goods  intended  for  exportation  to  another  State  are  liable  to  taxation  as 
part  of  the  general  mass  of  property  of  the  State  of  their  origin  until  actually 
started  in  course  of  transportation  to  the  State  of  their  destination,  or 
delivered  to  a  common  carrier  for  that  purpose,  provided  they  are  taxed  in 
the  usual  way  in  which  such  property  is  taxed,  and  not  taxed  by  reason  or 
because  of  such  exportation,  or  intended  exportation,  and  that  the  carrying  of 
them  to  and  depositing  them  at  a  depot  for  the  purpose  of  transportation  is 
no  part  of  that  transportation.  Now  the  constitutional  provision  against 
taxing  exports  is  substantially  ^he  same  when  directed  to  the  United  States 
as  when  directed  to  a  State.  In  the  one  case  the  words  are,  *  No  tax  or  duty 
shall  be  laid  on  articles  exported  from  any  State.'  Art.  I,  §  9,  par.  2.  In  the 
other  they  are:  *No  State  shall,  without  the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any 
imposts  or  duties  on  imports  or  exports.*  Art.  I,  §  10,  par.  2.  The  prohibi- 
tion in  both  cases  has  reference  to  the  imposition  of  duties  on  goods  by  reason 
or  because  of  their  exportation,  or  intended  exportation,  or  while  they  are 
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Ib  PiMe  ▼.  Buvgea^^  wms  questioxsed  the  vali^tjr  ofi  &  federal 
hgw  reifQjiTmg  stampa  to  be  sffis»d  to  padotges  of  maoiHfaetuiFed 
tobaceo  ifnttiided  &nr  expcMrtatioa.  The  courts  howeinar,  held  die 
Te^iTcneni  tO'  W  a  pvoper  one  ta  prerciit  frsnd  and  m^t  to  aflaaomit 
ti>  a  tax  OH  exporte.  '^  The  stamp  was  mtended,"  the  court  say, 
^  for  iw*  other  pwrpoee  than  to  separate  and  identify  the  tobacco 
wfricfc  the  mannfactarer  desired  tc  export,  and  Aereby,  instead 
of  texrny  it,  to  reKeve  it  from  the  taxatioa  to  which  other  tol-icco 
was*  siAjected.  It  was  a  means  de^-sed  to  prevent  fraud,  and 
to  secure  the  faithful  carrying  o«t  of  the  declared  intent  with 
ttgaad  to  the  tobacco  se  marked.  The  payment  of  twenty-five 
ceirts  or  of  ten  cents  for  the  stamp  used  was  no  more  a  tax  cm  the 
export  than  was  the  fee  for  clearing  the  vessel  in  which  it  was 
ttKaapoKt^dy,  QM  for  msaking  aut  and  eestifying  the  mimifest  of  the 
eargtr.  It  bore^  no  proportitm  whatever  t^  the  qnaati^  or  value 
of  the  package  on  which  it  was  affixed.^ 

In  Faaihmka  v.  United  States,^  howe^ner,  a^  atamp  tax  imposed 
OTt  foreign'  bills  of  lading  by  the  act  of  1898  wa«  held  to  be,  in 
subatancfi  and  effect,  a.  tax  on  the  articles  included  in  the  bills  of 
ladisB^  sady.  therefore,  a  tax  on  exports,,  and  as  such  unconstitu- 
tional.    The  law  had  provided  for  a  stamp  tax  of  one  cent  on 

being  exported,  within  the  meaning  of  tiie  CaBstitutio&  Bat  a  general  tas, 
btUIL  «k  aA  pvafmei^  tMkm^  and  Bot  levied  o&  goQdjk  in  coujsa:  ai  exportation, 
not  HMwima  ai  their  iatended  expostiLtioii^  is  Hot  withim  tlie  Goii£titutioBal 
peoliifcitiQm.  Wow  oa&  the  officers  of  the  United  Statea,  or  of  the  Sta^ea,  know 
tiuil  gmlA  apparenidy  paxt  of  the  general  mass,  and  not  m  the  couxae  of 
estpttDtatiaii^  wtU  ever  he  exported?  Will  the  mere  wovd  of  the  owner  that 
l^y  amm  ioteided!  for  exportictioa  make  them  reports?  This  caniiDt  for  a 
momfflU.  be:  aon/tended*  It  would  not  be  true,  aad  wouUl  lead  to  the  ^eatest 
fmuda^  It  is  true,  ae  waa  conceded  in  Coe  v.  Errol,  that  the  prohibition  to 
tite-  Sta^te»  agodnst  laying  dutiee  on  imperta  or  exports  related  to  imports 
isomi  andi  esporta  to  foreign  countries;  yet  the  deeiaioiK  in  that  caae  was 
baaed  on  thft  postulate  thai  when  aueh  imiposta  or  duties  ase  laid  on  im{>orts 
or  cx^oeta  from  one  State  to  another  it  amotrnts  to  a  regulation  of  com- 
nainre  aciaaqg  tile  Statea,.  and,  therefore,  is  an  iavaaiQiL  of  the  excluslye  poaer 
o#  Cettgress ;,  so  thai  the  analogy  between  the  two  caaea  kolda  good^  and  what 
wMiJd  be  eaaeiitutiaiiali  or  unconatitutional  in  the  one  caaa  would  ba  ooasiita* 
tmmdi  or  unconrtitutional  in  the  other." 

iaaft  liL  &  a>Z2  r  2a  Lu.  ed.  657. 

i»  lU  U.  SL  2Sa;  21  »i^  Ct.  Be^.  649;  45  L.  ed.  862. 
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ardinary  bills  of  lading,  and  of  ten  cents  on  export  faiDs  flf 
To  the  contention  that  the  tax  was  on  the  biUs  of  iadfaisg  ausd  WBOt 
one  an  the  articles  exported,  the  eonrt  say:  ^'  The  iust  ikmt  Ca^ 
grass  has  not  gradnated  the  stamp  tax  on  bUb  of  lading  idooB  wit 
affect  the  question  of  power,  .  .  .  The  question  of  tte  -pomnst 
is  not  to  be  determined  by  the  amount  of  the  burden  aMem^tod  to 
be  cast  .  •  •  Constitutional  mandates  ane  impecatrRe.  Thee 
question  is  never  one  of  amount,  but  one  csf  power.  Hie  a^pB- 
cable  maxim  is  obgta  prmcipiia,  not  de  mimmig  iwn  amd  lex."  ^ 
In  Cornell  t.  Coyne^  was  sustained  the  inxposition  of  the  same 
manufaeturiikg  tax  on  an  artide  manufactured  fear  eaqMrl,  ^attii 
in  fact  exported,  as  upon  other  sanular  ailieles  not  in1}Bnd0d  for 
export,  the  oourt  saying  that  sueh  a  tax  is  Jiot  cm  Ait  AoitifileB 
exported  ^  but  is  only  a  tax  or  duty  on  the  saanufaeturijig  «f 
articles  in  order  t©  prepare  them  for  export"  "  The  true  -oea- 
struction  of  the  constitutional  provision,"  the  opdnioi  'oantinues, 
*'  is  that  no  burden  by  way  of  tax  or  duty  can  be  cast  ^oj^ob  the 
exportation  of  articles,  and  does  liot  mean  that  articles  ejgMikrIed 
are  relieved  from  the  prior  ordinary'  burdens  of  taxatioii  ^i^ikich 
rest  upon  all  property  similarly  situated."  ^ 

§  278.  Direct  TaxesJ^ 

The  Constitution  provides  that  capitation  and  other  direct  taxes 
levied  by  Congress  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  pre- 

C7Foiir  justices  diasented.  They  eay:  "Here,  the  «inall  duty  imgMSBd, 
without  reference  to  the  kind,  quality,  or  value  of  the  articles  exported, 
renders  it  certain  that  when  Congress  imposed  such  duty  specifically  on  the 
vellum,  parchment,  or  paper  upon  which  the  bill  of  lading  was  written  xxr 
printed,  it  meant  what  is  so  plainly  said ;  and  no  ground  eKists  to  inrpBte  a 
purpose  by  indirection  to  tax  the  articles  exported.*'  Tlie  dissenting  justices 
also  urge  that  the  practice  of  the  government  for  more  than  a  century  should 
be  held  controlling. 

M  192  U.  iJ,  41«;  24  Sup.  €t.  Hep.  383;  48  L.  od.  604. 

<9Two  justices  dissented,  holding  that  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  appreciable 
interval  of  time  between  the  commencement  of  manufacture  and  the  prepara- 
tion for  exportation,  it  could  not  be  reasonably  said  that  the  articles  had 
become  a  part  of  the  general  mass  of  property  in  the  locality  of  nBHrnfaetnre, 
and  as  such  subject  to  a  tax  that  could  be  distinguished  from  a  tax  aijHm 
the  articles  as  subject  of  export. 

70  For  a  discussion  of  direct  taxes  with  reference  to  the  Territories  aad  the 
District  of  Columbia,  see  Chapter  XXVI. 
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portion  to  their  respective  populations.  In  a  number  of  instances 
the  constitutionality  of  federal  taxes  not  thus  apportioned  has 
been  questioned  upon  the  ground  that  they  were,  within  the  con- 
stitutional meaning  of  the  word,  direct  taxes.  The  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  in  each  of  these  cases  in  which  this  point  has 
been  raised  has  supplied  an  authoritative  determination  only  as 
to  the  direct  or  indirect  character  of  the  particular  taxes  in  ques 
tion.  From  these  decisions,  however,  a  judicial  definition  of 
direct  taxes  may  be  drawn  which  makes  the  term  include  all  taxes 
levied  upon  property,  real  or  personal,  or  upon  the  income  de- 
rived from  such  property,  and  all  capitation  or  poll  taxes.  A 
review  of  the  cases  will  show  that  only  within  recent  years  has 
the  court  been  willing  to  adopt  this  comprehensive  definition,  and, 
when  it  finally  did  so,  the  decision  came  as  a  surprise  to  very 
many  of  the  lawyers  and  courts  of  the  country. 

V In  1798  in  Hylton  v.  United  States^'  it  was  held  that  a  tax  on 

carriages  was  not  a  direct  tax.  Chase  in  his  opinion  said :  "  The 
Oonstitution  evidently  contemplated  no  taxes  as  direct  taxes,  but 
only  such  as  Congress  could  lay  in  proportion  to  the  census.  The 
rule  of  apportionment  is  only  to  be  adopted  in  such  cases  where 
it  can  reasonably  apply;  and  the  subject  taxed  must  ever  deter- 
mine the  application  of  the  rule.  If  it  is  proposed  to  tax  any 
specific  article  by  the  rule  of  apportionment,  and  it  would  evi- 
dently create  great  inequality  and  injustice,  it  is  unreasonable 
to  say  that  the  Constitution  intended  such  tax  to  be  laid  by  that 
rule.  ...  I  am  inclined  to  think,  but  of  this  I  do  not  give  a 
judicial  opinion,  that  the  direct  taxes  contemplated  by  the  Con- 
stitution, are  only  two,  to  wit,  a  capitation,  or  poll  tax,  simply, 
without  regard  to  property,  profession,  or  any  other  circumstance ; 
and  a  tax  on  land." 

Paterson  in  his  opinion  said:  "Whether  direct  taxes,  in  the 
sense  of  the  Constitution,  comprehend  any  other  tax,  than  a  capi- 
tation tax  and  a  tax  on  land,  is  a  questionable  point.  If  Con- 
gress, for  instance,  should  tax,  in  the  aggregate  or  mass,  things 
that  generally  pervade  all  the  States  in  the  Union,  then,  perhaps, 

»»3  Dall.  171;  1  L.  ed.  656. 
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the  rule  of  apportionment  would  be  the  most  proper,  especially  if 
an  assessment  was  to  intervene.  This  appears  from  the  practice 
of  some  of  the  States  to  have  been  considered  as  a  direct  tax. 
Whether  it  be  so,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  is 
a  matter  of  some  difficulty;  but  as  it  is  not  before  the  court,  it 
would  be  improper  to  give  any  decisive  opinion  upon  it.  I  never 
entertained  a  doubt  that  the  principal,  I  will  not  say  the  only  ob- 
jects, that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  contemplated  as  falling 
within  the  rule  of  apportionment,  were  a  capitation  tax  and  a  tax 
on  land." 
/  Iredell,  in  his  opinion,  said :    "As  all  direct  taxes  must  be  ap- 

portioned,  it  is  evident  that  the  Constitution  contemplated  none 
as  direct  but  such  as  could  be  apportioned.  If  this  cannot  be 
apportioned,  it  is,  therefore,  not  a  direct  tax  in  the  sense  of  the 
Constitution.    That  this  tax  cannot  be  apportioned  is  evident'' 

In  Pacific  Insurance  Co.  v.  Soule"^  a  tax  on  receipts  of  insur- 
ance companies  was  held  to  be  not  a  direct  tax,  the  dicta  in  Hylton 
( V.  United  States  being  relied  upon  as  authority. 

In  Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno*^  a  tax  on  the  circulating  notes  of 
state  banks  was  held  to  be  an  indirect  tax. 

In  Scholey  v.  Rew^*  a  tax  on  succession  to  real  estate  was  held 
indirect,  the  tax  being  declared  to  be  one  not  on  the  land,  but 
upon  the  right  of  succession.  The  court  say :  "  Whether  direct 
taxes,  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution,  comprehend  any  other  tax 
than  a  capitation  tax  and  a  tax  on  land  is  a  question  not  abso- 
lutely decided,  nor  is  it  necessary  to  determine  it  in  the  present 
case,  as  it  is  expressly  decided  that  the  term  does  not  include  the 
tax  on  income,  which  cannot  be  distinguished  in  principle  from 
a  succession  tax  such  as  the  one  involved  in  the  present  con- 
troversy." ^* 

7*7  Wall.  433;  19  L.  ed.  95. 
78  8  Wall.  533 ;  19  L.  ed.  482. 

74  23  Wall.  331;  23  L.  ed.  99. 

75  Citing  Ins.  Co.  v.  Soule,  7  Wall.  433;  19  L.  ed.  96;  Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno, 
8  Wall.  533 ;  19  L.  ed.  482. 
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In  Springer  v.  TJnited  States^  tLe  income  taxes  provided  for 
bv  the  law  of  1862  were  held  not  to  be  direct  taxes.  After  enumer- 
ating  tb©  various  direct  taxes  previonsly  levied,  the  court  saj: 
"  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  wherever  the  govemmeixt  has  imposed 
a  tax  which  it  recognized  as  a  direct  tax,  it  h«s  never  been  applied 
to  any  objects  but  real  estate  and  slaves.  The  latter  application 
may  be  accounted  for  upon  two  grounds:  1.  In  •some  of  the 
States  slaves  wei%  regarded  as  real  estate ;  md,  2,  suc^  an  exten- 
sion of  the  tax  leBsened  t^  burden  upon  the  Teal  estate  where 
slavery  existed,  while  the  result  to  the  National  Treasury  waa 
the  same.  .  •  .  This  uniform  pi^ctieal  construction  of  the 
Constitution  touching  so  important  a  podiit,  through  so  long  a 
period,  by  the  legislative  and  executive  departments  of  the  ^overa- 
ment,  though  not  conclusive,  is  a  consideration  of  great  weight" 

After  reviewing  earlier  cases  and  citing  tie  opinions  of  leading 
commentators,  the  opinion  concludes :  '*  Our  conclitsions  are,  that 
direct  taxes,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  are  only 
capitation  taxes,  as  expressed  in  that  instrument,  and  taxes  on 
real  estate." 

§  279.  Income  Tax  Cafse  —  Ponock  v.  Fmmeis'  1-.  &  T.  CJo. 

The  foregoing  line  of  cases,  concluding  with  the  emphatic  asser- 
ticm  of  a  unanimous  oowrt  in  Springer  v.  United  States,  justly 
gave  ri«e  to  the  general  opinion  that  tiie  cmly  taxes  to  be  deemed 
direct  taxes  within  the  constitutioaal  meanii^  of  liie  term  were 
capitation  taxes  and  taxes  on  real  estate.  Hov^^ver,  in  the  se- 
ealled  Income  Tax  Case — Pollock  v.  Farmers'  Looji  and  Tmst 
Co.'^ — decided  in  1895,  this  doctrine  was  overthrown,  the  court 
upon  the  first  hearing  holding  that  taxed^  on  the  rents  or  income 
of  real  estate  are  direct  taxes;  and,  upon  a  rehearing,  holding 
that  taxes  on  personal  property  or  on  the  income  derived  from 
personal  property  are  equally  direct. 

Upon  the  first  hearing  the  crucial  point  was,  of  course,  whether 
a  tax  upon  the  income  derived  from  real  estate  was  distinguidi- 

76  102  U.  S.  5S6;  26  L.  ed.  2.T3. 

77  157  U.  S.  429;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rop.  673;  39  L.  ed.  759,  and  158  U.  S.  601; 
15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  912;  39  L.  ed.  1108. 
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able  irom.  u  tax  on  tbe  reid  estate  itself.  This  being  decided  in 
the  D^ative,  it  Becefisarily  followed  tkat  inftamndi  as  a  tax  on  tike 
real  estate  is  admittedly  a  direct  tax,  a  taoi  <xi  tiae  inoome  derived 
therefrom  would  be  direct  "  The  real  question  is,"  the  majority 
justices  declare,  '*  is  there  any  basis  upon  which  to  Best  the  con- 
tention that  real  estate  belongs  to  one  of  the  two  great  classes  of 
taxes,  and  the  rent  or  incooxie  which  is  the  incident  of  its  owner- 
ship belongs  to  the  other  ?  We  are  nnable  to  perceive  amy  grownd 
for  tte  alleged  distinction.  An  foiniial  tax  upon  the  annn^  v^lne 
or  annual  user  of  real  estate  appears  to  us  the  safne  in  substance 
as  an  annual  tax  on  the  real  estate,  which  would  be  paid  out  of 
the  rent  or  income.*^  ^ 


78  In  a  dissenting  opinion,  concurred  in  by  Justice  Harlan,  Justice  White, 
after  a  review  of  th€  earlier  Adjudications,  says: 

'*  Tbe  facts,  then,  are  briefly  these:  At  the  'very  liirth  of  tbe  gorvermnent  a 
contention  arose  aa  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  *  direct.'  That  controversy 
was  determined  by  tbe  legislative  and  executive  departments  of  the  govern- 
ment. Their  action  came  to  this  conrt  for  review,  and  it  was  approved. 
Every  judge  of  this  court  who  •expressed  an  cypinion,  made  use  of  language 
which  clearly  showed  that  lie  thought  that  the  word  'direct'  in  the  Con- 
stitution  applied  only  to  capitation  taxes  and  taxes  directly  on  land.  There- 
after the  construction  thus  given  was  accepted  everywhere  as  definite.  The 
matter  came  again  and  again  to  tins  court,  and  in  every  case  the  orij^al 
ruling  was  adhered  to.  Tlie  suggestions  made  in  the  Hylton  case  were 
adopted  here,  and  in  the  last  case  here  decided,  reviewing  all  the  others,  this 
CGirrt  said  that  direct  taxes  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  were  only 
taxes  on  land  and  capitation  taxes.  And  now,  after  a  hnndped  years,  after 
long  continued  action  by  other  departments  of  the  government,  and  after 
repeated  adjudications  of  this  court,  this  interpretation  is  overtliro^'u,  and 
the  Congress  is  declared  not  to  have  a  power  of  taxation  which  may  at  some 
time,  as  it  has  in  the  past,  prove  necessary  to  the  very  existence  of  the  govern- 
ment. By  what  process  of  reasoning  is  this  to  be  done?  By  resort  to  theories, 
in  order  to  construe  the  word  *  direct '  in  its  economic  sense,  instead  of  in 
accordance  with  its  meaning  in  the  Constrtution,  when  the  very  result  of  the 
history  which  I  hnve  thus  briefly  recounted  is  to  show  that  the  economic  con- 
struction of  the  word  was  repudiated  by  the  framers  themselves,  and  has  been 
time  and  time  again  rejected  by  this  coirrt ;  by  a  resort  to  the  language  of  the 
framers  and  a  review  of  their  opinions,  although  the  facts  plainly  show  that 
they  themselves  settled  the  question  wliich  the  court  now  virtually  unsettles. 
In  view  of  all  that  has  taken  place  and  of  the  many  decisions  of  this  court, 
the  matter  at  issue  here  ought  to  be  regarded  as  closed  forever.  ...  It 
is  said  that  a  tax  on  the  rentals  is  a  tax  on  the  land,  as  if  the  Act  bere  under 
consideration  imposed  an   immediate  tax  on   the   rentals.     This  statement,  I 
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A  rehearing  of  the  case  having  been  allowed  the  court  broad- 
ened still  further  the  scope  of  the  term  "  direct  taxes,"  making 
it  include  taxes  on  personal  property  and  upon  the  income  there- 
from.    To  this  doctrine  four  justices  dissented. 

In  Nicol  V.  Ames^^  the  scope  of  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the 
Income  Tax  Case  was  clearly  stated.  In  this  case  it  was  argued 
that  a  duty  levied  by  the  War  Revenue  Act  of  1898  upon  sales 
or  agreements  of  sale  of  products  or  merchandise  at  exchanges  or 
boards  of  trade  was  a  direct  tax  and  as  such  unconstitutional  be- 
cause not  properly  apportioned.  The  court,  however,  held  that 
the  tax  was  in  the  nature  of  a  duty  or  excise  tax  for  the  privil^e 
of  doing  business  at  such  places  and  not  a  tax  on  the  products  or 
merchandise  sold,  and,  therefore,  not  a  direct  tax.  The  court 
say :  "  It  is  asserted  to  be  a  direct  tax,  because  it  is  a  tax  upon 
the  sale  of  property  measured  by  the  value  of  the  thing  sold,  and 
such  a  tax  is  a  direct  tax  upon  the  property  itself,  and,  therefore, 
subject  to  the  rule  of  apportionment.  Various  cases  are  cited, 
from  Brown  v.  Maryland  (12  Wheat.  419;  6  L.  ed.  678)  down 
to  those  involving  the  validity  of  the  income  tax  (Pollock  v.  Trust 
Co.,  157  U.  S.  429;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673;  39  L.  ed.  759)  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  correctness  of  this  proposition.  All  the 
cases  involved  the  question  whether  the  taxes  to  which  objection 
was  taken  amounted  practically  to  a  tax  on  the  property.  If  this 
tax  is  ndt  on  the  property,  or  on  the  sale  thereof,  then  these  cases 
do  not  apply.*' 

In  Patton  y^  Brady®^  a  tax  upon  tobacco,  however  prepared, 

idianufactured,  and  sold,  for  consumption  or  sale,  was  held  not  a 
direct  tax  but  an  excise  tax, —  "  not  a  tax  upon  property  as  such, 

8iit)mit,  is  a  misconception  of  the  issue.  The  point  involved  is  whether  a  tax 
on  net  income,  when  such  income  is  made  up  'by  aggregating  aU  sources  of 
revenue  and  deducting  repairs,  insurance,  losses  in  business,  exemptions,  etc., 
becomes,  to  the  extent  to  which  real  estate  revenues  may  have  entered  into 
the  gross  income,  a  direct  tax  on  the  land  itself.  In  other  words,  does  that 
which  reaches  an  income,  and  thereby  reaches  rentals  indirectly,  and  reaches 
the  land  by  a  double  indirection,  amount  to  a  direct  levy  on  the  land  itself? 
It  seems  to  me  the  question  when  thus  accurately  stated  furnishes  its  own 
negative  response." 

79  173  U.  S.  509;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  622;  43  L.  ed.  786. 

W184  U.  S.  608;  22  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  493;  46  L.  ed.  713. 
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but  upon  certain  kinds  of  property,  having  reference  to  their 
origin  and  intended  use." 

In  Spreckles  Sugar  Eefining  Co.  v.  McClain®^  the  special 
excise  tax  imposed  on  sugar  refining  by  the  act  of  1898,  and 
measured  by  the  gross  annual  receipts  in  excess  of  a  named  sum, 
was  held  to  be  not  a  direct  tax.  "  Clearly,"  the  court  say,  '*  the 
tax  is  not  imposed  upon  gross  annual  receipts  as  property,  but 
only  in  respect  of  the  carrying  on  or  doing  the  business  of  refin- 
ing sugar.  It  cannot  be  otherwise  regarded  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  amount  of  the  tax  is  measured  by  the  amount  of  the  gross 
annual  receipts." 

§  280.  The  Federal  Corporation  Tax  of  1909. 

Section  38  of  the  Tariff  Law  of  1909  contains  the  provision 
that  every  corporation  *^  organized  for  profit  and  having  a  capital 
stock  represented  by  shares  .  .  .  shall  be  subject  to  pay  annu- 
ally a  special  excise  tax  with  respect  to  the  carrying  on  or  doing 
business  by  such  corporation  .  .  .  equivalent  to  one  per  centum 
upon  the  entire  net  income  over  and  above  five  thousand  dollars 
received  by  it  from  all  sources." 

The  constitutionality  of  this  tax,  as  being  indirect,  would  seem 
to  be  supported  by  the  decisions  cited  in  the  preceding  paragraphs, 
and  by  that  in  Knowlton  v.  Moore,®^  considered  in  the  next  para- 
graph. It  is  true  that  in  the  Income  Tax  Case®^  the  court  held 
that  a  tax  upon  income  from  property  is  not  to  be  distinguished 
from  a  tax  on  the  property  itself,  but  it  is  probable  that  the  tax 
levied  by  Section  38  of  the  Tariff  Law  of  1909  will  be  held  to  be 
a  tax  not  on  the  income  of  the  corporations,  but  one  in  the  nature 
of  a  franchise  or  excise  tax.  The  constitutionality  of  such  a  fed- 
eral tax  upon  corporations  chartered  by  the  States  would  seem  to 
be  disposed  of  by  the  argument  in  Veazie  Bank  v.  Fenno.®* 

w  192  U.  S.  397;  24  Sup.  a.  Rep.  376;  48  L.  ed.  496. 

M  178  U.  S.  41;  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747;  44  L.  ed.  900. 

«J  Pollock  V.  Farmers  L.  &  T.  Co.,  158  U.  S.  601;  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  912;  39 
L.  ed.  1108. 

M  8  Wall.  533 ;  19  L.  ed.  482.  See  also  South  Carolina  v.  United  SUtes,  199 
U.  S.  437;  26  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  110;  50  L.  ed.  261. 
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§  281.  Federal  Inheritance  Taxes  aot 

The  constitutional  definition  of  a  direct  tsx  was  again  raised 

in  Knowlton  v.  Moore*^  with  reference  t»  the  constitutionfility 

of  the  inheritance  taxes  levded  by  the  War  Rev'enue  Act  of  189S. 

The  court  appKed  the  well  established  doctrine  that  the  taxes  in. 

question  were  not  upon  the  property  inherited  but  upon  the  right 

to  inherit,  and,  therefore,  not  being  taxes  upon  property  "but  upon 

a  right,  were  in  the  nature  of  an  excise  tax,  and  as  such  indirect.*'* 
■  -  ■* 

M  176  U.  6.  41 ;  20  iSop.  Ct.  Rep.  747 ;  44  L.  ed.  M9. 

86X0  the  argument  that  the  doctrine  declared  in  Scholey  v.  Rew  (23  Wall. 
331;  23  L.  ed.  99),  had  been  practicaHy  overruled  by  the  Income  Tax  Case, 
the  court  say: 

"  It  is  asserted  that  it  was  decided  in  the  Income  Tax  CaeeB  that  in  order  to 
determine  whether  a  tax  be  direct  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  !t 
nrust  be  ascertained  whether  the  one  upon  whom  Ijy  law  the  burden  of  paying 
it  is  first  cast  can  thereafter  shift  it  to  vnother  person.  If  iie  ovuiDt,  the 
tax  would  then  be  direct  in  the  constitutional  sense,  and  hence,  however 
obvious  in  other  respects  it  might  be  a  duty^  impost,  or  excise,  it  cannot  be 
levied  by  the  rule  of  uniformity,  and  must  be  apportioned.  From  this  assumed 
premise  it  is  argued  that  death  duties  cannot  be  flhiftcd  irvm  the  «ne  im 
whom  they  are  first  cast  by  law,  and  therefore  they  are  direct  taxes  requiring 
apportionmfnt.  The  fallacy  is  in  the  premise  It  is  true  tliat  in  the  income 
tax  cases  the  theory  of  certain  economists  by  which  direct  and  indirect  taxes 
arc  classified  with  reference  to  the  aibility  to  shift  the  same  waa  mdverted  to. 
But  this  disputable  tlieory  was  not  the  basis  of  the  conclusion  of  the  •oourt. 
Tlie  conptitutional  meaning  of  the  word  direct  was  the  matter  decided.  Con- 
sidering that  the  constitutional  rule  of  apportionment  had  Its  origin  in  the 
purpose  to  prevent  taxes  on  persons  solely  because  of  their  genera!  ownership 
of  pro])erty  from  being  ievied  by  any  other  rule  than  that  of  apportionment, 
two  tilings  were  decided  by  the  court:  First,  that  no  sound  distinction  existed 
between  a  tax  levied  on  a  person  solely  because  of  his  general  ownership  of 
real  j^roperty,  and  the  same  tax  imposed  solely  because  of  his  genera]  owner- 
ship of  personal  property.  Secondly,  that  the  tax  on  the  Income  derived  jErom 
snch  pro]>erty,  real  or  personal,  was  the  legal  equivalent  of  a  direct  tax  on 
the  property  from  which  said  income  was  derived,  and  hence  must  be  appor- 
tioned. 'J'licse  conclusions,  however,  lend  no  support  to  the  contention  that  H 
yvafi  dt^cided  that  duties,  imposts  and  excises  whksh  are  not  tiie  essential 
eqnivnlpTit  rrf  a  tax  on  property  generally,  real,  or  persfmal,  stalely  iiecanse  of 
its  nwiuTsliip,  must  be  converted  into  direct  taxes,  because  it  is  conceived  that 
it  would  be  demonstrated  bv  a  close  analvsis  that  thev  could  not  be  shifted 
from  the  person  upon  whom  they  first  fall.  The  proposition  now  relied  upon 
\\as  considered  and  refuted  in  Nicol  v.  Ames,  173  U.  S.  509;  19  Sup.  Ct.  Hep. 
522 ;  43  L.  ed.  786.'* 
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§  282.  Federal  Taxation  and  Due  Proceaa  of  Law :  Headag  Re- 
quired. 

Due  .process  of  law  requires  thftt  in  tke  ease  of  an  onf  vahrem 
tax  aa  opportunity  siiall  be  given  the  taRpayer  to  appear  ftud  give 
evidence  aa  to  the  proper  valuation,  of  the  property  which,  is 
assesged.®^  In  other  cases^  however^  no  notice  or  opportunity  for 
hearing  need  be  given  the  taxpayer.  In  Hagar  v.  ILeclamatLon 
District^  the  court  say :  "  Of  the  different  kinds  of  taxes  which 
the  State  may  impose,  there  is  a  vast  number  of  which,  from  their 
nature,  no  notice  can  be  given  to  the  ta3q)ayer,  nor  would  notice 
be  of  any  possible  advantage  to  him,  such  as  poll  taxes,  license 
taxes  (not  dependent  upon  the  extent  of  his  business)  and  gen- 
eraffy,  specific  taxes  on  things  or  persons  or  occupations.  In  such 
cases  the  legislature,  in  authorizing  the  tax,  fixes  its  amount,  and 
that  is  the  end  of  the  matter.  If  the  tax  be  not  paid,  the  property 
of  the  delinquait  may  be  aoM  aiad  he  be  tkos  d^rrrved  of  his 
property.  Yet  there  can  be  no  question,  that  the  proceeding  is 
3ue  process  of  law,  as  there  is  no  inquiry  into  the  weight  of  evi- 
dencCy  or  other  element  of  a  judicial  nature,  and  nothing  could  be 
changed  by  hearing  the  taxpayer.  Xo  right  of  his  is,  therefore, 
invaded.  Thus,  if  the  tax  on  animals  be  a  fixed  sum.  per  head, 
or  on  articles  a  fixed  sum  per  yard  or  bushel  or  gallon,  there  is 
nothing  the  owner  can  do  which  can  affect  the  amount  to  be  col- 
lected from  him.  So,  if  a  person  wishes  a  license  to  do  business 
of  a  particular  kind  or  at  a  particular  place,  such  as  keeping  a 
hotel  or  restaurant,  or  selling  liquors  or  cigars  or  clothes,  he  has 
only  to  pay  the  amount  required  by  the  law  and  go  intto  business. 
There  is  no  need  in  such  cases  for  notiee^  or  hearing.  So^  also, 
if  taxes  are  imposed  in  the  shape  of  lic^ises  for  privil^es,  such 
as  those  caa,  foreign  corporatioiis  for  doing-  business  in  the  State, 
or  on  dxHoeedc  corporations  for  fraaichises,  if  the  parties  desire 
the  privilege,,  they  have  only  to  pay  the  amount  reqadrei.  In 
such  cases^  th^re  is  nro  necessity  for  notice  oi  hearing.    The  amount 

PM —  — -  -  

*r  Ov^  if  9t  W  a  apeeiaT  assessDMnt  for  the  pvFpose  of  some^  pcri^Iie  inrprcwe- 
ment,  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  property  in  question  will  be  btfM&Wd 
thereby. 

M  111  U.  S.  701;  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  663;  28  L.  ed.  569. 
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of  the  tax  would  not  be  changed  by  it  But  where  a  tax  is  levied 
on  property,  not  specifically  but  according  to  its  value,  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  assessors  appointed  for  that  purpose  upon  such  evidence 
as  they  may  obtain,  a  diffcffent  principle  comes  in.  The  officers,  in 
estimating  the  value,  act  judicially,  and  in  most  of  the  States  pro- 
vision is  made  for  the  correction  of  errors  committed  by  them, 
through  boards  of  revision  or  equalization,  sitting  at  designlited 
periods  provided  by  law,  to  hear  complaints  respecting  the  justice 
of  the  assessments.  The  law  in  prescribing  the  time  when  such 
complaints  will  be  heard,  gives  all  the  notice  required,  and  the 
proceeding  by  which  the  valuation  is  determined,  though  it  may 
be  followed,  if  the  tax  be  not  paid,  by  a  sale  of  the  delinquent's 
property,  is  due  process  of  law/* 

§  283.  Hearing  Before  Administrative  Tribunal  Sufficient. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  hearing  thus  required  in  the  case 
of  ad  valorem  taxes  should  be  before  a  court  of  justice.  The 
hearing  may  be  had  and,  in  fact,  is  usually  had,  before  an  admin- 
istrative board  whose  action  in  this  respect  is  judicial  in  character 
and  whose  determinations  may  be  final  and  conclusive  in  the  mat- 
ter. Thus,  for  example,  by  Section  2930  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
it  is  provided  that  in  the  matter  of  appraisement  of  imports  an 
appeal  shall  be  allowed  the  importer  from  the  collector  of  customs 
to  "  one  discreet  and  experienced  merchant  to  be  associated  with 
one  of  the  general  appraisers  wherever  practicable,  or  two  discreet 
and  experienced  merchants,''  but  that  "  if  they  shall  disagree,  the 
collector  shall  decide  between  them;  and  the  appraisement  thus 
determined  shall  be  final  and  be  deemed  to  be  the  true  value,  and 
the  duties  shall  be  levied  thereon  accordingly."  Provision  is, 
however,  made  for  relief  in  cases  where  the  collectors  have  acted 
fraudulently  or  upon  a  principle  not  sanctioned  by  law,  or  where 
they  have  in  any  way  transcended  the  powers  given  them  by 
Congress. 
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In  Hilton  v.  Merritt^  the  constitutionality  of  these  provisions 
was  upheld.  In  Auffmordt  v,  Hedden*^  the  court  say :  '*  Nor  is 
there  anything  in  the  objection  that  Section  2930  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  is  unconstitutional  in  making  the  decision  of  the  apprais- 
ers final,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  have  the  question 
of  the  dutiable  value  of  the  goods  passed  upon  by  a  jury.  As 
said  before,  the  government  has  the  right  to  prescribe  the  condi- 
tions attending  the  importation  of  goods  upon  which  it  will  permit 
the  collector  to  be  sued.  One  of  those  conditions  is  that  the  ap- 
praisal shall  be  regarded  as  final;  and  it  has  been  held  by  this 
court,  in  Arnson  v.  Murphy  (109  U.  S.  238 ;  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  184 ; 
27  L.  ed.  920),  that  the  right  to  bring  such  a  suit  is  exclusively 
statutory,  and  is  substituted  for  any  and  every  common-law  right. 
The  action  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  with  the  provision  for 
refunding  the  money  if  the  importer  is  successful  in  the  suit,  an 
action  against  the  government  for  moneys  in  the  treasury.  The 
provision  as  to  the  finality  of  the  appraisement  is  virtually  a  rule 
of  evidence  to  be  observed  in  the  trial  of  the  suit  brought  against 
the  collector." 

In  this  case  it  was  heTd  that  it  was  not  necessary,  and  that  it 
had  not  been  the  intention  of  Congress  that  the  hearing  before 
the  appraisers  or  collector  should  be  characterized  by  all  the  for- 
malities of  a  court  of  law,  but  that  the  proceedings  might,  and 
from  necessity  would  generally  have  to  be  of  a  summary  char- 
acter. The  court  thus  held  that  due  process  of  law  had  not  -been 
denied  because  the  importer  or  his  agent  had  been  practically 
excluded  from  the  hearing  upon  the  reappraisement,  that  he  had 
not  been  permitted  to  confront  the  opposing  witnesses  by  testimony 
on  his  own  behalf,  or  allowed  the  aid  of  counsel.  "  No  govern- 
ment," said  the  court,  "  would  collect  the  revenues  or  perform  its 
necessary  functions,  if  the  system  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs 
were  to  prevail." 


8»  no  U.  S.  97;  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  548;  28  L.  ed.  83. 
«>137  U.  S.  310;   11  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  103;  34  L.  ed.  674. 
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§  284.  Summary  Modes  of  CoUcclioa* 

For  the  coUectLon  of  taxes^  as  well  as  in  the  appraisement  el 
property  for  taxatien,  summarj  mode?  of  procedure  may  be  bad, 
the  judti&eatton  being  that  witliont  sueh  meaiia  no  gorerament 
could  maintain  itself.®^ 

WThe  leading  case  i«  Murray's  Le«teee  ▼.  Hoboken  Land  Improvement  Co., 
18  Hfiw.  272*  15  L.  ed.  372.  In  this  case  the  aecount  of  a  collector  cf 
customs  having  been  audited  by  the  First  Auditor  of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment, ajid  certified  by  the  First  Comptroller,  a  distress  warrant  for  the 
balance  found  due  the  United  States  was  i€sued  by  the  SoHcftor  of  the 
Treasury  in  aceordan^e  with  the  provisicMis  of  am  act  of  Congress,  and  levied 
upon  the  lands  of  the  collector.  To  the  contention  that  this  proceeding  denied 
to  the  collector  due  process  of  law  the  court  replied:  "Tested  by  the  common 
and  statute  law  of  Eaglaul  prior  to  tha  emigratim  of  otir  ancestors,  and  by 
tlie  laws  of  many  of  the  States  at  the  time  of  the  adoption,  of  thia  aniendiuent, 
the  proceedings  authorized  by  the  act  of  1820  cannot  be  denied  to  be  duG 
process  of  law,  when  applied  to  the  ascerfcainmt?nt  and  recovery  of  balances 
due  to  the  government  front  a  collector  of  enstoms»  unless  there  exists  in  the 
Constitution  some  other  provision  which  restrains  Congress  from  authorizing 
such  proceedings.  For,  though  *  due  process  of  law '  generally  implies  and 
includes  actor,  reus,  judex,  regvJar  allegations,  opportmiity  to  answer,  and  a 
triiil  according  to  some  settled  course  of  judieial  prweeeding»  (2  Inat.  47,  50; 
Hoke  v.  Henderson,  4  Dev.  N.  C.  15;  Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill,  14«;  Van 
Zandt  V.  Waddel,  2  Yerg.  ?60;  Bank  v.  Cooper,  Id.  599;  Jones*  Heirs  v. 
Perry,  10  Yerg,  69;  Greene  v.  BriggB>  1  CUrtl  SI  I),  yet  thie  is:  not  uni- 
versally true.  There  may  be,  and  we  have  seen  that  tiieie  are,,  cases,  under 
the  law  of  Kngland  after  ^lagna  Charta,  and  as  it  was  brought  to  this  country 
and  acted  on  here,  in  which  process,  m  its  nature  final,  issues  against  the 
body,  laaids,  and  goods  of  eertain  pnblie  debtors  without  any  ssch  trial;  and 
this  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  those  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
which  relate  to  the  judicial  power  are  incompatible  with  these  proceedings. 
.  ..  The  power  to  collect  and  disburse  revenue,  and  to  make  all  laws 
which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  eaxrying  that  power  into  ^ect, 
includes  all  known  and  appropriate  means  of  effectually  collecting  and  dis- 
bursing that  revenue,  unless  some  such  means  should  be  for'bidden  in  some 
other  part  of  tiie  Constitution.  The  power  has  not  been  exhansted  by  the 
receipt  of  the  money  by  the  collector.  Its  purpose  is  to  raise  money,  and  use 
it  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  government;  and,  whoever  may  have  posses- 
sion of  the  public  money  until  it  is  actually  disbursed,  the  power  to  use  those 
known  and  appropriate  mean»  to  secure  its  due  applies:tion  continnta.  As 
we  have  already  shown,  the  means  provided  by  the  act  of  1820  do  not  differ 
in  principle  from  those  employed  in  England  from  remote  antiquity  —  and  in 
many  of  fhe  States,  so  far  as  we  know,  wftTiout  objection  —  for  this  purpose, 
at  the  time  the  Constitution  was  formed.  It  may  be  added  that  probably 
there  are  few  governments  which  do  or  can  permit  thefr  claims  for  public 
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§  285.  Notice. 

Due  process  of  law  in  matters  of  taxation  does  not  require  the 
same  kind  of  notice  as  is  required  in  a  suit  of  law,  or  in  proceed- 
ings for  taking  private  property  under  the  power  of  eminent  do- 
main. Xo  violation  of  due  process  of  law  is  committed  when  a  tax 
is  collected  according  to  customary  forms  and  established  usages, 
or  in  subordination  to  the  principles  which  underlie  them.  "  This 
must  be  so,"  the  court  say  in  King  v.  Mullins,^  "  else  the  existence 
of  government  might  be  put  in  peril  by  the  delays  attendant  upon 
formal  judicial  proceedings  for  the  collection  of  taxes."  ^ 

In  most  of  the  States  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  the  assess- 
ment or  collection  of  taxes  shall  not  be  restrained  by  a  judicial 
writ;  and,  since  1867,  by  act  of  Congress  it  has  been  provided 
that  ''  no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  assessment  or 
collection  of  taxes  shall  be  maintained  in  any  court"  ^ 

The  constitutionality  of  this  provision  has  been  sustained 
whenever  questioned,  administrative  necessity  furnishing  the 
justification.  In  Cheatham  v.  United  States^  the  court  say:  "  If 
there  existed  in  the  courts,  state  or  national,  any  general  power  of 
impelling  or  controlling  the  collection  of  taxes  or  relieving  the 
hardship  incident  to  taxation,  the  very  existence  of  ths  6o\  Bm- 
ment  might  be  placed  in  tlie  power  of  a  hostile  judiciary."  And 
in  the  Railroad  Tax  Cases^  the  court  say :    ^'  The  (Government  of 

the  United  States  has  provided,  both  in  the  customs  and  in  the 

I  —  ■ 

taxes,  either  on  the  citizen  or  the  olHcer  employed  for  their  coUection  or 
tlisbursement,  to  become  subjects  of  judicial  controversy,  according  to  Uie 
course  of  the  law  of  the  land.  Imperative  necessity  has  forced  a  distinction 
between  such  claims  and  all  others,  which  has  sometimes  been  carried  out  by 
summary  metliods  of  proceeding,  and  sometimes  by  systems  of  fines  at)d 
penalties,  but  always  in  some  way  observed  and  yielded  to." 

92  171  U.  S.  404;  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  9>5;  43  L.  ed.  214. 

93  cy.  Beirs  Gap  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania,  134  U.  S.  232;  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.63i; 
:^3  L.  ed.892;  Turpin  v.  Lemon,  187  U.S.  51;  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  20 ;  47  L.ed.  70; 
Londoner  v.  Denver,  210  U.  S.  373 ;  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  708 ;  52  L.  ed.  1103;  JudsoE, 
On  Taxatiofi,  Chapter  8,  and  McGehee,  Due  Process  of  Law,  pp.  235^^. 

94  Rev.  Stat.,  §  3224.  This  provision  of  course  applies  only  to  the  federal 
courts,  and  by  the  courts  has  been  construed  to  relate  only  to  federal  taxes. 
In  1909  a  bill  was  introduced  into  Congress  to  amend  this  section  so  as  to 
make  it  apply  to  state,  county,  municipal  and  district  taxes  as  well. 

95  92  U.  S.  85 ;  23  L.  ed.  561. 
9«  92  U.  S.  575 ;  23  L.  ed.  663. 
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internal  revenue,  a  complete  system  of  corrective  justice  in  regard 
to  taxes  imposed  by  the  General  Government,  which  in  both 
branches  is  founded  upon  the  idea  of  appeals  within  the  executive 
departments.  If  the  party  aggrieved  does  not  obtain  satisfaction 
in  this  mode,  there  are  provisions  for  recovering  the  tax  after  it 
has  been  paid  by  suit  against  the  collecting  officer.  But  there  is  no 
place  in  this  system  for  an  application  to  a  court  of  justice  until 
after  the  money  is  paid.  That  there  might  be  no  misunderstand- 
ing of  the  universality  of  this  principle,  it  was  expressly  enacted, 
in  1867,  that  *  no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  assess- 
ment or  collection  of  any  tax  shall  be  maintained  in  any  court' 
(Rev.  Stat,  §  32'24.)  And  though  this  was  intended  to  apply 
alone  to  taxes  levied  by  the  United  States,  it  shows  the  sense  of 
Congress  of  the  evils  to  be  feared  if  courts  of  justice  could,  in  any 
case,  interfere  with  the  process  of  collecting  the  taxes  on  which 
the  Government  depends  for  its  continued  existence.  It  is  a  wise 
policy.  It  is  founded  on  the  simple  philosophy  derived  from  the 
experience  of  ages  that  the  payment  of  taxes  has  to  be  enforced 
by  summary  and  stringent  means  against  a  reluctant  and  often 
adverse  sentiment;  and  to  do  this  successfully,  other  instrumen- 
talities and  other  modes  of  procedure  are  necessary  than  those 
which  belong  to  a  court  of  justice." 

§  286.  Borrowing  Power  of  the  United  States:  Legal  Tender. 

The  Federal  Government  is  given  power  "  to  borrow  money  on 
the  credit  of  the  United  States." 

The  power  thus  given  is  free  from  limitations.  In  the  draft 
of  tlie  Constitution  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Detail  to  the 
Constitutional  Convention,  the  draft  read,  "  To  borrow  money 
and  emit  bills  on  the  credit  of  the  United  States."  The  express 
authorization  to  emit  bills  of  credit  was  stricken  out  by  the  Con- 
vention, but,  apparently,  not  with  the  intention  of  thereby  depriv- 
ing the  United  States  of  the  power,  but  that  the  power  would  be 
included  in  the  general  authority  to  borrow  money.  That  this 
is  so,  has  not  been  questioned  by  the  courts.  There  has,  however, 
been  serious  controversy  as  to  the  power  of  the  United  States  to 
give  a  legal  tender  character  to  these  bills  when  issued. 

The  debates  in  the  Constitutional  Convention,  and  other  pro- 
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visions  of  the  Constitution,®^  would  seem  to  indicate  an  intention 
upon  the  part  of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  that  a  legal  ten- 
der character  might  be  given  by  Congress  only  to  the  metallic 
money,  coined  by  the  United  States,  and  the  Supreme  Court  in 
Hepburn  v.  Griswold^  so  held  as  regards  the  payment  of  debts  be- 
tween private  parties  created  before  the  enactment  of  the  law.  In 
Knox  V.  Lee,^  however,  four  justices  dissenting,  this  doctrine  was 
overthrown,  and  the  issuance  of  legal  tender  notes  authorized  as  a 
legitimate  war  power.  And  finally,  in  the  Legal  Tender  Cases  — 
Juillard  v.  Greenman^  the  authority  in  question  was  conceded  to 
exist  as  implied  in  the  general  power  to  borrow  money,  whether 
in  times  of  peace  or  of  war,  the  court  sajdng :  *^  Such  being  our 
conclusion  in  matter  of  law,  the  question  whether  at  any  particu- 
lar time,  in  war  or  in  peace,  the  exigency  is  such,  by  reason  of 
unusual  and  pressing  demands  on  the  resources  of  the  govern- 
ment, or  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  supply  of  gold  and  silver  coin  to 
furnish  the  currency  needed  for  the  uses  of  the  government  and 
of  the  people,  that  it  is,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  wise  and  expedient 
to  resort  to  this  means,  is  a  political  question,  to  be  determinet*^ 
by  Congress  when  the  question  of  exigency  arises,  and  not  a 
judicial  question,  to  be  afterwards  passed  upon  by  the  courts." 

In  Knox  v.  Lee  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  legal  tender  ]X)wer 
is  deduced  not  wholly  from  the  power  to  borrow  money  but  from 
the  ensemble  of  powers  which  are  granted  to  the  United  States, 
which  aggregate  of  powers,  the  court  holds,  evidences  the  intention 
to  equip  the  Central  Government  with  all  the  powers  necessary 
for  its  maintenance  as  an  effective  sovereign  State.  The  doctrine 
thus  comes  .perilously  near  to  an  acceptance  of  the  doctrine  of 
^'  inherent  sovereign  powers."  ^  Also  the  court  declare  that  it 
is  not  indispensable  to  the  existence  of  any  power  claimed  for  the 
Federal  Government  that  it  should  be  found  specified  in  the  words 
of  the  Constitution,  or  clearly  and  directly  traceable  to  some  one 
of  the  specified  powers,  but  that  its  existence  may  be  deduced  from 
a  combination  of  several  expressly  granted  powers. 

w  Vf,  'fucker's  argument,  The  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  I,  50Sff, 

M8  WaU.  603;  19  L.  ed.  51.^ 

W12  Wall.  457;  20  L.  ed.  287. 

1  110  U.  S.  421;  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  122;  28  L.  ed.  204. 

«Se€  Chapter  III  of  this  treatise. 
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The  varieiis  powers  from  which,  in  the  aggregate,  the  legal  tender 
power  is  derived  are  summarized  in  the  following  paragraph, 
taken  from  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Juillard  v.  Greenman : 

"  Congress  as  the  legislature  of  a  sovereign  Nation,  being  ex- 
pressly em.powered  by  the  Constitution  to  lay  and  collect  taxes, 
to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  the  common  defense  and  general 
welfare  of  the  United  States,  and  to  borrow  money  on  the  credit 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  coin  money  and  regulate  the  value 
thereof  and  of  foreign  coin ;  and  being  clearly  authorized,  as  inci- 
dental to  the  exercise  of  those  great  powers,  to  emit  bills  of  credit, 
to  charter  national  banks  and  to  provide  a  national  currency  for 
the  whole  people,  in  the  form  of  coin,  treasury  notes  and  national 
bank  bills;  and  the  power  to  make  the  notes  of  the  government  a 
legal  tender  in  payment  of  private  debts  being  one  of  the  powers 
belonging  to  sovereignty  in  other  civilized  Nations,  and  not  ex- 
pressly withheld  from  Congress  by  the  Constitution;  we  are 
irresistibly  impelled  to  the  conclusion  that  the  impressing  upon 
the  treasury  notes  of  the  United  States  the  quality  of  being  a  legal 
render  in  payment  of  private  debts  is  an  appropriate  means,  condu- 
cive and  plainly  adapted  to  the  execution  of  the  undoubted  powers 
of  Congress,  consistent  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Constitu- 
tion and,  therefore,  within  the  meaning  of  that  instrument, '  neces- 
sary and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the  powers  vested  by 
this  Constitution  in  the  Government  of  the  United  States.'  " 

As  regards  the  contention  that  the  effect  of  applying  the  legal 
tender  law  to  prior  contracted  debts  is  to  deprive  the  creditor  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  in  violation  of  the  Fifth 
Amendment,  the  court  in  Knox  v.  Lee  say:  '^  That  pro\asion  has 
always  been  understood  as  referring  only  to  a  direct  appropria- 
tion, and  not  to  consequential  injuries  resulting  from  the  exer- 
cise of  lawful  jKMwer.  It  has  never  been  supposed  to  have  any 
bearing  upon  or  to  inhibit  laws  that  indirectly  work  harm  and  loss 
to  individuals.  A  new  tariff,  an  embargo,  a  draft,  or  a  war,  may 
inevitably  bring  upon  indiA^duals  great  losses,  may,  indeed,  render 
valuable  pi'operty  almost  valueless.  They  may  destroy  the  worth 
of  contracts.  But  whoever  supposed  that  because  of  this  a  tariff 
could  not  be  changed,  or  a  non-intercourse  act,  or  an  embargo  bo 
enacted,  or  a  war  be  declared." 
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